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CHAPTER IX 


KNOWLEDGE AND PROPHECY 

I. Sensation, Reason, and Prophecy 

The psychology of Philo is essentially Platonic, though in 
his description of the faculties of the soul he uses Stoic vo- 
cabulary and occasionally also Aristotelian vocabulary.* 
The soul, or to be more exact the rational soul, has an ex- 
istence prior to the body and when placed in the body it 
continues to exist as something distinct from the body. But 
unlike Plato’s soul, as we shall see, it did not possess a knowl- 
edge of its own which it forgot upon its entrance into the body 
and to regain which it had to reeducate itself by the instru- 
mentality of the body. Its knowledge begins upon its en- 
trance into the body. Through the instrumentality of the 
body it acquires the knowledge of sensation and from that 
lowest form of knowledge it rises to higher forms. 

There is in Philo no formal classification of the various 
types of knowledge. In the places in which he happens to 
touch upon the subject he mentions only two types of knowl- 
edge, sensation and mind (rous),* or sensation and thought 
( 5 idwia),® or sensation and reason (Xo7«rju6s).‘‘ These two 
types of knowledge are considered by him as being dependent 
upon each other. With regard to the dependence of reason 
upon sensation, he says that it is impossible to apprehend the 
intelligible world or any other existing being which is in- 
corporeal “except by making corporeal objects our starting- 

* Cf. above, I, 389. 

* Leg. All. I, II, 29; cf. Leisegang, Indices^ under 4. 

5 Conf. 0.6^ 133; cf. Leisegang, loc. cit.^ 3; cf. also “sensation and the power of 
thinldng {dioPoriTucij Shpafus)** {Leg. All. II, 7, 23, and II, 8, 24)* 

* Proem. 5, 28; cf. Leisegang, loc. cit.^ 5. 
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point,” 5 for the visible world is “a kind of gate (in&Xi; ns)” 
to the intelligible world.® Similarly, with regard to the de- 
pendence of sensation upon reason, referring to the Stoic 
eightfold classification of the faculties or parts of the soul, he 
says that “were a man to do away with the eighth, mind, 
which is the ruler of these ... he will paralyze the seven 
also; for they are all strong by sharing the strength and vigor 
of the mind.” ’’ In this he is merely reechoing the view com- 
mon to Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics. All of them, in 
different ways, believed in the existence of a reciprocal rela- 
tion between sensation and reason. 

But, just as to him God is above the Logos immanent in 
the world,* so he also argues that God is above the mind im- 
manent in man, and God it is who directs the activities of that 
mind. Just as God, on implanting in the world a Logos, did 
not abdicate His power to govern the world,’ so also, on im- 
planting a mind in the human body. He did not abdicate His 
power to govern the processes of human knowledge. And 
he constantly reminds the reader that it is God who is directly 
the cause of the processes of sensation and reason. “He is 
a shallow thinker,” says Philo, “who supposes that in strict 
truth anything whatever derives its birth from the mind or 
from himself,”” meaning thereby Protagoras, to whom all the 
functions of the soul are due to the soul itself which resides 
in the body or to the body which houses the soul." Nay, “it 
is God who brings about birth,” “ that is to say, it is God 
who, having created a soul with various potentialities, brings 
them out into actuality.’'* “The mind,” he says in another 
place, “imparts to the portion of the soul that is devoid 


* Somn. 1 , 3a, 187. 

* Wd,y IS8. 

’ Deter. 46, 168. 

* Cf. above, I, 327 fF. 

9 Cf, above, I, 349, 429. 


** Leg. AIL 11 , 13, 46, 

« lUd.y 45. Cf. above, 1 , 167 ff. 
» Ibtd.y 47. 

** Cf. ihid.y 44-45. 



KNOWLEDGE AND PROPHECY 


5 

of reason a share of that which it had received by God, so 
that the mind was besouled by God, but the unreasoning 
part by mind.” But lest one think that God’s direct 
share is only in the rational processes of the soul and not 
in its irrational processes, he explains in another passage 
that God has a direct share even in the process of sensation. 
“But neither has the mind power to work, that is, to put 
forth its energies by way of sense-perception, unless God 
send the object of sense as rain upon it.” 

Nofall the knowledge of reason or of the mind, however, 
is dependent upon sensation. In several passages Philo 
quite clearly indicates that there is another kind of knowl- 
edge of reason or of the mind which is not dependent upon 
the senses. In one place he says that nature bestows “on 
mind, as on a mighty king, (a) through the senses as its 
bodyguards, all the things which are perceptible by the 
senses; (b) without them, all those things which are appre- 
hensible by reason.” In another place he says that while 
sense-perception observes only “the surface of things visi- 
ble,” the mind (Si&voia) “ (a) penetrates through the depths 
of corporeal things, accurately observing their whole con- 
tents and their several parts, (b) surveying also the nature 
of things incorporeal, which sense is unable to descry.” 
Combining these two passages we get the view that the 
knowledge of the mind, as distinguished from the knowledge 
of sensation, is subdivided into two parts, namely, (a) the 
knowledge of the mind through the senses, and this consists 
in the knowledge of the constitution of corporeal things and 
all their parts in their relation to each other, and (b) the 
knowledge of the mind without the agency of the senses, and 
this consists of the knowledge of “things incorporeal,” that 

spec. Ill, 00, III. 

Firt. 3, 10. 


» Ibid. 1 , 13, 40. 
« Ibid. I, II, 09. 
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isj the ideas- These two types of the knowledge of the mind 
are also suggested in a passage in which he describes two 
kinds of mind, one which gains its knowledge of God “from 
created things ” and another which, rising itself above crea- 
tion, “obtains a clear vision of the uncreated One,” The 
latter kind of knowledge of God is called by him “ the great 
mysteries,” in contradistinction to the former kind of 
knowledge of God which he calls the “lesser mysteries.” “ 

This distinction between two kinds of knowledge of the 
mind is to be discerned also in a passage in which he enum- 
erates the following three types of knowledge: (i) knowledge 
of things seen “by the eyes of the body”; (2) knowledge of 
things which “the soul beholds by its own agency without 
the assistance of any other,” that is, without any assistance 
from sensation, and this is the knowledge of the “intelligible 
things” (ri yooifieva) which are “a light to themselves”; 
(3) knowledge of “the sciences” (hruxrrinai) which we learn 
when “the mind applies its eyes which never close or sleep 
to the doctrines (Soyiiacn) and propositions {BecipiipLacn) set 
before it and sees them by no borrowed but a genuine light 
which shines forth from itself.” ” In this passage, it will be 
noticed, the last two types of knowledge are contrasted with 
the first type in that they are both knowledge of the mind, 
but the difference between them, though not clearly stated, 
would seem to be that in the case of the second type the object 
of knowledge is the “intelligible things,” that is, the ideas, 
whereas in the case of the third type the object of knowledge 
is the “doctrines and [geometrical] propositions” which are 
ultimately derived from sensation. In another passage, 
Philo mentions again two main types of knowledge, that of 
reason (Xo7i(rju6s) and that of sensation (a 5 !<r^<ris), describing 

Leg. All, in, 33, 100; cf. Abr. 24, 122. 

« Ihii. 


Ahr, 24, 122. 
« Mut. 1, 4-5. 
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the former as dealing with intelligible things (voriT&) the end 
of which is truth (iiyideia) and the latter as dealing with 
visible things (6parA) the end of which is opinion (56|a).” 
In this passage, in the light of a classification we shall quote 
from Plato, it is not impossible that under the knowledge of 
“reason ” which deals with “intelligible things ” Philo means 
to include the two t3q)es of knowledge of the mind men- 
tioned in the other passages, namely, the knowledge of the 
ideas and the knowledge of the sciences which is ultimately 
based upon sensation. 

We thus have in Philo a general twofold division of 
knowledge subdivided into three, (jii) Knowledge of the 
senses, consisting of (i) sensation and opinion. (5) Knowl- 
edge of the mind, consisting of (2) rational knowledge, such 
as a knowledge of the various sciences which ultimately rests 
on sensation, and of (3) the knowledge of the ideas which 
does not rest on sensation at all. 

Now, on the whole, this classification of the various types 
of knowledge reflects a composite view of many statements 
of Plato, which may be reduced to the following scheme of 
classification. Knowledge is either of the {^) visible {6par6v) 
order or of the (5) intelligible {vorirhv) order.** The former 
consists of (i) sensation {atffdrja-Ls) and opinion {S6^a)J‘* The 
latter consists of (a) science (^xwrn^pj/),*® whereby he means 
the mathematical sciences, including geometry, astronomy, 
acoustics, and harmonics, as well as, in fact, all the other 
sciences which must begin with certain visible images,*® and 
of (3) the knowledge of the ideas.*’' But, in Plato, the high- 

« Praem, 5, 28. 

« Republic VI, 509 d. 

Aristotle, De Anima I, 2, 404b, 23-24; Plato, ^imaeus 52 a. 

Be Anitnay loc. city 22; ^imaeus 37 c. 

Republic VI, 510 B-511 a; VII, ^26-527. 

*7 Ibid. VI, <11 B-c, 
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est kind of knowledge, the knowledge of the ideas, comes, 
according to the Republic^ through dialectics ** and, accord- 
ing to other dialogues, through recollection.®’ In Philo, how- 
ever, dialectics as a method of arriving at a knowledge of the 
ideas is never suggested.^® Nor is there in his writings any 
suggestion of recollection in the Platonic sense of the recol- 
lection of the ideas. There are only three references to 
recollection in his writings, and none of them, as may be 
gathered from the context, is used in that Platonic sense. In 
one place he says: “The advance from forgetfulness neces- 
sarily involves recollection, and recollection (bvaninja-is) is 
akin to learning {(ladiicreus). For what he has acquired often 
floats away from the learner’s mind, because in his weakness 
he is unable to retain it, and then emerges and starts again. 
When it flows away we say he is in a state of forgetfulness, 
and when it returns we call it a state of recollection. Surely 
then memory closely corresponds to natural excel- 

lence and recollection to learning.” This statement, in- 
deed, contains references to Plato’s statements about learn- 
ing being recollection and about the difference between 
memory and recollection,** but it does not deal with the 
recollection of the ideas which were forgotten at the time the 
soul entered into the body; it deals rather with the recalling 
to memory of something we have acquired and then forgotten 
during our lifetime. In another place he refers to “ the say- 
ing that learning is recollection.” *♦ This again is a reference 
to Plato,** but from the context it is quite evident that it 

3 id. VI, 51 1 B ff. 

Phaedo yi E-76; Phaedrus 249 c; Meno 80 D IF. 

3 ® Cf. Agr. 3, 13; 31, 140; Plant. 27, 115; Congr. 4, i8; Mas. II, 7, 39, where he 
uses the term ** dialectic” in its strictly Aristotelian and Stoic sense. 

^ Mut. 16, loo-ioi. 

3* Phaedo 72 e; Meno 81 D. w Praem^ 2, 9, 

33 Philebus 34 A~c. 33 Cf, above, n. 32, 
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does not refer to the Platonic theory of the recollection of the 
ideas but rather to his own view that none of the human 
achievements is a discovery of man’s own power but that all 
of them were implanted by God in nature at the time of crea- 
tion for men later to discover. In a third place, describing 
the gifted nature of Moses and how he anticipated all the 
instruction of his teachers, he says that “his seemed (SoKelv) 
to be a case rather of recollection (iiv&uvrja-is) than of learn- 
ing Though the contrast between “recollec- 

tion” and “learning” in this passage reflects again Plato’s 
statement that “our learning (jiadTjcLs) is nothing else than 
recollection {avanvijavs),” still from the very statement that 
only the learning of Moses seemed to be recollection, and 
even that learning only seemed to be recollection, it is quite 
evident that he does not share Plato’s view that all learning 
is recollection and that the highest kind of knowledge, the 
knowledge of the ideas, is attained through recollection 
Philo’s highest kind of knowledge, the knowledge 
of the ideas, is therefore neither the dialectics^or the recol- 
lection of Plato. What he means by that kind of knowledge 
must be determined by what he says about it in various 
places. 

A suggestion as to what he means by his third class of 
knowledge may be found in an implied threefold classification 
of knowledge in a passage in which he gives an allegorical 
interpretation of the verse “Now the giants were on the 
earth in those days.” *** In this story, he says, Moses wishes 
to show that “some men are earth-born, some heaven-born, 
and some God-born.” The earth-born are defined by him 

s® Mas. I, 5, 21. Phaedo 72 E. 

3 * Phaedrus 249 c, 3 *^ Gen. 6: 4. 

Gig. 13, 60, For the expression “earth-born” and “heaven-born,” see Rs- 
public X, 619 C-D: rwi' be rov ohpavov i^KhvTOiv rlav ^kt^s yrjs. 
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as those “who are hunters after the pleasures of the body.” 
Pleasure is elsewhere connected by Philo with sensation.-** 
The heaven-born are defined by him as those “who are men 
of art and scientific knowledge and devoted to learning; for 
the heavenly portion of us is our mind.” This quite obviously 
refers to the second type of knowledge. The God-born, or, 
as he also calls them, the men of God, are defined by him as 
those who “have risen wholly above the sphere of sense- 
perception and have been translated into the world of the 
intelligible and dwell there registered as freemen of the com- 
monwealth of ideas, which are imperishable and incorporeal.” 
This, again, quite obviously refers to what we have called his 
third type of knowledge. Now these God-born men, or men 
of God, who have attained the third stage of knowledge are 
said by him to be “priests and prophets,” with the implica- 
tion that the third type of knowledge is what Scripture calls 
prophecy. Here, then, Philo identifies his third and highest 
kind of knowledge, the knowledge of the ideas, with prophecy 
thus substituting the term prophecy for the Platonic term 
recollection. For Plato never describes recollection by the 
term prophecy. He calls it philosophic frenzy,-*® but never 
prophecy. The term prophecy is reserved by him as des- 
cription for that kind of frenzy which inspires divination 
or the prediction of the future.*® Prophecy as a substitute for 
Plato’s highest type of knowledge is also implied in Philo’s 
statement that “the holy books of the Lord are not monu- 
ments. of knowledge (scientiae) or of vision {videndi), but 
are the divine command and the divine Logos,” ** that is to 
say, they are not based upon scientific knowledge or sensa- 
tion but rather upon prophetic revelation. When Philo, 
therefore, describes that which Plato would call recollection 


« Leg. All. II, 1 8, 73-74. 

Phaedrus 249 d; Symposium ai8 b. 


43 Cf. below, p. 14. 

44 in Gen.lV^i^o; cf, below, p. 189, 
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or philosophic frenzy as prophecy, there must be some reason 
for it. What that reason is we shall now try to discover. 

II. The Four Functions of Prophecy 

We have reason to believe that Philo had learned about 
prophecy from Scripture before he became acquainted with 
it in his reading of Homer and Plato and the Stoics, and that 
his own ultimate views on prophecy, like all his religious 
views, were formed from certain basic conceptions derived 
from Scripture and reshaped and restated in terms borrowed 
from philosophy. We must therefore first try to find out 
what basic conceptions of prophecy he may have gathered 
from Scripture. 

To begin with, prophecy as depicted in Scripture must have 
appeared to him as the power to predict the future. Jacob, 
in his prophetic spirit, is pictured in Scripture as telling his 
children that which shall befall them in the end of days.* 
Moses, in his prophetic capacity, is depicted in Scripture as 
making predictions about the successful outcome of the 
crossing of the Red Sea,* about the coming down of Manna 
from heaven,* and about the future of each tribe.'* Samuel, 
in his capacity as a prophet, is represented as a seer who can 
foretell the future.® The prophets in the early history of 
Judah and Israel are pictured as diviners who foretell the 
outcome of sickness or rebellion or war.® All the later proph- 
ets prophesy about the future of nations and the world.® 
Divination is thus the first characteristic of prophecy which 
Philo could have gathered from Scripture. 

Second, prophecy as depicted in Scripture must have also 

* Gen. 49: I. 

* Exod. 14: 13-14. 5 I Sam. 9: 6-9. 

3 Exod. 16: 4-7. ® Cf. I Kings 5: 1-14; 22 : 7-28. 

4 Deut. 33. 7 Cf., e.g., Isa. 15; 17; 19; Jer. 46-51; Ezek. 25-32. 
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appeared to him as the power to know what rites are to be 
performed and what prayers are to be offered in order to 
propitiate God and to avert some evil which God has in- 
flicted upon people. Abimelech is told by God in a dream 
concerning Abraham: “For he is a prophet, and he shall pray 
for thee, and thou shalt live.” * In the wilderness, when a 
plague began among the people of Israel, Moses as prophet 
told Aaron as priest to take the fire-pan and lay incense 
thereon and make atonement for the people and, when that 
was done, the plague was stayed.* Later, at the time of 
David, when the Lord sent a pestilence upon Israel, Gad, 
who is described as a prophet,™ came to David and told him 
to rear an altar unto the Lord in a certain specified place “ 
and, when that was done, “the Lord was entreated for the 
land, and the plague was stayed from Israel.” ” Again, 
when Jeroboam’s hand was “dried up,” a certain “man of 
God,” ** who is described as a “prophet,” prayed for him 
“and the King’s hand was restored him, and became as it 
was before.” ** And so prophecy, as portrayed in Scripture, 
meant the power to know by what prayer or sacred rites one 
can propitiate God. 

Third, prophecy as depicted in Scripture must have ap- 
peared to Philo as the power to receive from God certain 
communications by which men were to be guided in their 
life. This is the main burden of all the prophets from Adam 
to Malachi. Adam was told what to eat and what not to 
eat; Noah was similarly told what to do and what not to 
do; Abraham received a communication from God order- 
ing him' to establish a certain custom which was to be fol- 


* Gen. ao; 7. 

9 Num. 17: 11-13, 
” II Sam. 24; II. 

” Hid. 24:18. 

” Ikid. 24:25. 


^ I IGngs 13; 6. 
*4 Ibid. 13:18. 
Ibid. 13:6. 
Gen. 2: 17-18, 
*7 Gen. 9: 1-7. 
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lowed by his descendants.*® But the outstanding example of 
this type of prophecy is the revelation of a complete and 
comprehensive system of law through Moses, who is pro- 
claimed as the greatest of prophets. And not only the laws 
but also the poetry found in Scripture are divinely inspired. 
Miriam, when she took a timbrel and sang a song unto the 
women who went out after her with timbrels and with dances, 
is described as “the prophetess.” Deborah, the authoress 
of a song,®“ is also described as a “prophetess.” “ David, in 
his last words as psalmist, says of himself: “The spirit of the 
Lord spoke by me, and His word was upon my tongue.” ** 
And so prophecy as portrayed in Scripture meant to Philo 
the revelation of the laws and poetry contained in Scripture. 

Fourth, prophecy as depicted in Scripture must have also 
appeared to him as the power to know things which cannot 
be perceived by the senses. That there are things unperceived 
by the senses which a prophet may see or may aspire to see 
is clearly maintained throughout Scripture. God and angels 
make their appearance to certain persons. Moses prays to 
be shown the “glory” of God,®* which evidently refers to 
something which cannot be seen by the ordinary senses. 
God is said to have shown to Moses “the pattern of the 
tabernacle, and the pattern of the instruments thereof” in 
the likeness of which he was to build a tabernacle and to 
make its instruments.*^ The pattern was evidently some- 
thing that could not be seen by the ordinary senses. Then 
also Isaiah and Ezekiel,*® by virtue of their being prophets, 
see visions which men who are not prophets cannot see. And 
so prophecy as portrayed in Scripture meant to him the 

Gen. 17: 10. 

^9 Ezek. 15; ao-2i. Exod. 33: 18. 

Judges 5. ^ Exod. 25: 9; Num. 8: 4. 

” Judges 4: 4. Isa. 6; iff, 

« 11 Sam. 23: 2; cf. also I Sam. 16; 13. ^ Ezek. i; I ff. 
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power to see things which were imperceptible to the ordinary 
senses. 

On his becoming acquainted with Greek philosophy, Philo 
could not help noticing that these four powers which in 
Scripture are ascribed to prophecy correspond exactly to 
the four kinds of inspiration which Plato calls frenzy (jiavla). 
According to Plato, there is first the frenzy of the diviner, 
which produces the art of divination {jiavTudi), whereby the 
Pythia and others have foretold future events.*’’ Second, 
there is the frenzy of the priest, which by some oracular 
power finds a way — through prayers, the service of God, 
purifications, and sacred rites — to release men from disease 
and other ills.*® Third, there is the frenzy of the Muses, which 
is the source of the songs of poets and the laws of statesmen 
and kings.*® Fourth, there is the frenzy of the philosopher, 
which consists in the recollection of the ideas that cannot be 
perceived by the senses. 

But Philo could not have failed to see an important termi- 
nological difference between the four kinds of prophecy in 
Scripture and the four kinds of frenzy in Plato. In Scripture, 
the Greek term “prophet” used in the Septuagint as a trans- 
lation of the Hebrew term nabi’ applies to all the four pow- 
ers alike; in Plato, as well as in Greek literature in general, 
the term prophet is used only in connection with the frenzy 
of divination. None of the other three kinds of frenzy are 
described as prophecy.** With regard to the enactment of 

Phaedrus 244 b, 

Ihtd, 1244 D-E. This kind of frenzy is not definitely described by him as that of 
a priest. But priests are generally taken by lum to have charge of the service of 
God. (Cf. Statesman 290 c.) Hence this may be described as the priestly frenzy. 
Chrysippus, however, includes this kind of ritual function under divination (cf. 
Cicero, De Dhinatione II, 63, 130). 

^9 Ibid, 245 A; Meno 99 D. 

3 ° Ibid, 249 D ff. 

3 * In early Greek history prophets or soothsayers were not priests, though in 
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laws, which is of special interest to us in our present study, 
Xenophon in his reports of the conversations of Socrates says 
definitely that it does not come within the sphere of divina- 
tion or prophecy, or of any oracle revealed by the gods. The 
gods, he says, have implanted in us the faculty of reasoning 
and the power of speech whereby we are enabled “to enact 
laws and to administer states,” and that it is only “in so far 
as we are powerless of ourselves to see what is expedient for 
the future” that “the gods lend us their aid, revealing the 
issues by divination to inquiries, and teaching us how to ob- 
tain the best results.” ** “What the gods have granted us to 
do by help of learning, we must learn; what is hidden from 
mortals we should try to find out from the gods by divina- 
tion,” ** and that which is hidden from mortals and must be 
found out by divination is that which has reference to con- 
sequences which cannot be foreseen.’^ Similarly Cicero, in 
his analysis of the Greek conception of prophecy or rather 
divination, says explicitly that moral philosophy, duties to 
parents, and the management of the state — in short, all 
those teachings which constitute the Mosaic law and which 
according to Philo were revealed by God through a prophet 
— are not within the province of divination or prophecy.®* 
Indeed there were popular beliefs among the Greeks that 
certain laws came from God — Plato refers to Minos, the 
founder of the Cretan laws, as having been guided by the 
oracles of Zeus, and to the Lacedaemonian laws as 

having come from Apollo ®® — but still the term prophet is 

later times Greek priests gained control of soothsaying by having their subordi- 
nates practice it (cf. P. Gardner and F. W. Jevons, A Manual of Greek Antiquities^ 
and ed., 1898, pp. 253-254). In Egypt, however, during the Roman period, prophets 
were also priests (cf. G. A. Deissmann, Bible Studies^ pp. Cf. below, p. 342. 

3 a Memorabilia IV, 3, 11-12. 

33 Ibid, 1, 1, 9. 35 Divinatione II, 4, lo-ii. 

34 Ibid, 1 , 1, 6-8. 36 Laxos I, 624 a-b; cf. Minos 320 b. 
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not applied to those who have received the laws from the 
gods. Similarly, the expression v6noi mdbxp'n<^roi does not 
mean that these laws were revealed by God through a 
prophet; it only means that the god gave his approval to 
laws made by men.*'' 

Thus the term prophet as used in the Greek translation 
of Scripture has a wider meaning than the same term used 
in Greek philosophy. It includes all the four types of frenzy 
or inspiration enumerated by Plato, the divinatory or 
prophetic frenzy, the ritualistic or priestly frenzy, the poeti- 
cal and legislative frenzy, and the philosophical frenzy. It 
is in this wider scriptural sense of the term, as including 
these four functions, that Philo uses the term prophet. 

This use of the term prophet as including four distinct func- 
tions, though not formally stated by Philo, is clearly brought 
out by him in his description of the achievements of Moses. 

In Scripture, Moses is described not only as prophet,*® but 
also as one who commanded a law to the people ** and as 
king and as priest.'** The description of Moses as king and 
as priest is dwelt upon also in post-Biblical Palestinian litera- 
ture.'*® With these native Jewish views in mind, fortified un- 
doubtedly also by Greek conceptions as to relation of priest- 
hood to kingship,** Philo describes Moses as king, lawgiver, 
priest, and prophet.** Of these four titles, the fiyst two, law- 

37 Cf. Xenophon, Lacedaemoniorum Respuhlka VIII, 5. 

33 Deut. 34: 10. 39 Deut. 33; 4. 

Deut. 33: 5; “And he was King in Jeshumn.” The Hebrew commentators 
differ as to whether “he” refers to God or to Moses (cf. Rashi, Ibn Ezra and 
Nahmanides). Mtdrash Tekilhm, on Ps. i:i, § 2,p. aa, however, takes it to refer 
to Moses. 

Ps. 99: 6. 

4 * Cf. below, pp. 326, 337. 

« Cf. Goodenough, By Lights Lights pp. iSi-iSa, 190. 

Mos. II, I, 2-7; Proem. 9, 53-56; also philosopher in the sense of king {Mos. 
II, I, 2), following therein Plato, Republic V, 473 n (cf. Badt in Philos Werke and 
Colson, 
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giver and king, are only two phases of the same function, both 
having to do with law, one enacting it and the other enforc- 
ing it. That the titles lawgiver and king here are considered 
by Philo as only two phases of the same function may be 
indirectly gathered from a passage in which he compares the 
inseparability of the “union of these four faculties” in Moses 
to the inseparable union of the Graces. Now of the Graces 
he says elsewhere that they are three in number.'** There are, 
therefore, only three titles, lawgiver, priest, and prophet. As 
for these three tides, it can be shown that theterm “prophet ” 
is used by Philo not as something distinct from lawgiver and 
priest but rather as a general term under which lawgiver and 
priest are to be included. This may be gathered from certain 
passages in which he discusses the functions 'of Moses as 
prophet and as priest. In one passage, after’ having com- 
pleted his discussion of Moses as king and lawgiver and 
priest, and announcing his intention of dealing with Moses 
as prophet,*^ he divides his treatment of Moses as prophet 
into three parts, two of which describe Moses’ activities as 
lawgiver,** thus indicating clearly that under prophet he 
includes lawgiver as one of its subdivisions. The legislative 
function of the prophet is also to be found in his statement 
concerning Moses that to enact fresh laws “is the task of one 
. . . who has received from God a great gift — the power of 
expressing {ip/xtivelav) and of revealing in a prophetic man- 
ner (irpo^i/Tciar) the sacred laws.” ** In another passage, in 
which he deals with Moses as priest, he still continues to call 
him prophet*® and describes him as being “armed with 
prophetic knowledge,” ** thus indicating clearly that under 

■« Mos. II, 1, 7. ■** Mos. II, 35, 187. 

^ir. II, 51-54. IHd., 188-191. 

^ « Mm. 11, 126. On the meaning of the two Greek terms, ipyapida and rpodni- 
rda, cf. below, pp, 41-43. 

«• Mos. II, 16, 76. S' 1 ‘ram. 9, 56. 
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prophet he includes priest as another one of its subdivisions. 
This inclusion of priest under prophet may be also discerned 
in his statement that “the true priest is at once also a 
prophet,” and still more so in his description of matters 
relating to the high priesthood of Moses as matters “of the 
high priesthood of the prophet.” 

From all these passages we gather that in his description of 
Moses as lawgiver and priest and prophet he does not mean 
that Moses performed three functions which were distinct 
from each other; he rather means that Moses whose chief 
description in Scripture is that of prophet was not a prophet 
in the ordinary sense of the term prophet as used in Greek, 
namely, a diviner, but he was a prophet according to the 
wider sense which that term has in Scripture, namely, a 
prophet who by virtue of his being a prophet is also priest 
and lawgiver. 

But besides priest and lawgiver, the prophet in Scripture, 
as we have seen, is also one who possesses the power of 
divination and the power of perceiving incorporeal things 
which are beyond sense-perception. Accordingly we should 
expect that Philo, in his description of Moses as prophet, 
should mention not only his powers as priest and lawgiver 
but also his powers as diviner and as one who perceives in- 
corporeal things. This is exactly what he does. In two pas- 
sages, where he ostensibly describes Moses as priest or as 
prophet, we shall try to show that he is really describing the 
four functions of Moses as a prophet in the scriptural sense 
of the term, corresponding, as we have said, to the four kinds 
of fren2y enumerated by Plato. 

In one passage, ostensibly dealing with Moses as prophet 
in the sense of priest, Philo ascribes to him two functions. 


»» spec. IV, 36, 192. 


» Mos. II, 50, 275. 
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First, as a prophetic priest, Moses was to know the sacred 
rites {lep&) and divine service {Beov depamla) by means of 
which he was to avert evil from the people and to attain good 
for them,*^ and by means of which also he was to bring the 
thanksgivings of the people when they did well and their 
prayers and supplications when they were sinful.*® This 
quite obviously corresponds exactly to the propitiatory func- 
tion of the prophet as described in Scripture, and to the 
second type of frenzy as described by Plato. Second, as a 
priest, says Philo, one of Moses’ duties was to build and 
furnish a sanctuary.*® But, being not merely a priest but a 
prophetic priest,*'^ he had a direct vision of the idea of that 
sanctuary and its furniture as it existed in the intelligible 
world of ideas, for “he saw with the soul’s eye the immaterial 
forms of the material objects about to be made” ** with the 
result that “the shape of the model was stamped upon the 
mind of the prophet [i.e., priest], a secretly painted or 
molded prototype, produced by immaterial and invisible 
forms.” In this passage, then, Moses as prophet is de- 
scribed as having the propitiatory power and the power to 
know things not perceived by the senses. In another pas- 
sage, ostensibly dealing with Moses purely as a prophet, 
Philo ascribes to him again two functions. First, as a prophet, 
Moses was the vehicle through whom the Law was revealed, 
having come to him from God either at Grod’s own initiative 
or as answers to questions asked by Moses.®® Second, as 
a prophet, Moses possessed “the power of foreknowledge, by 
means of which he was able to reveal future events.” ®' 

From these two passages, then, we gather that under his 

« Mos. II, I, 5. s* JUd., 74. 

» Proem. 9, 56. Ibid., 76. 

s* Mos. II, IS, 75. *• Mos. II, 3S, 188-189; cf. below, p. 39. 

Ibid.,’]!). ^ Ibid.,iy 3 . 
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treatment of Moses as priest Philo has included two distinct 
functions of prophecy, the propitiatory and the visionary, 
and that similarly under his treatment of Moses as prophet 
he has included two other functions of prophecy, the legisla- 
tive and the predictive. The prophecy of Moses is thus de- 
scribed by Philo as including all the four functions of scrip- 
tural prophecy, which in Plato are treated as four distinct 
types of frenzy. 

Evidently in an eflfbrt to show that these four functions of 
scriptural prophecy are unlike the four distinct types of 
frenzy in Plato, he tries to show the inseparability of these 
four functions of prophecy from each other and their depend- 
ence upon each other. Speaking of Moses as king and law- 
giver and priest and prophet, under which, as we have seen, 
he includes the four functions of prophecy, he says: “Beauti- 
ful and all-harmonious is the union of these four faculties; 
for, intertwined and clinging to each other, they move in 
rhythmic concord, mutually receiving and repaying benefits, 
and thus imitate the virgin graces whom an immutable law 
of nature forbids to be separated. And of them it may be 
justly said, what is often said of virtue, that to have one is 
to have all.” * In Plato, there is no such mutual dependence 
between the four types of frenzy. The philosophic frenzy, for 
him, is quite distinct from the poetic frenzy: the former is 
above reason, the latter is below reason.®* It is because of 
this mutual dependence between these four functions of 
prophecy that a knowledge of the propitiatory rites and of 
divine service, which primarily belongs to the prophet as 
priest, is treated by Philo as belonging also to the prophet 
as lawgiver, and all the sacred rites and divine services are 
treated by him as part of the laws revealed through Moses 

* Cf. Phaedrtu 049 b-d and Ion 534 a-e. 
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by virtue of his being a prophet in the sense of lawgiver. 
It is also because of this mutual dependence between these 
four functions of prophecy and their inseparability from 
each other that the general definition of prophecy given by 
Philo is that which primarily applies to the prophet in the 
sense of one who has the power to know things beyond 
sense-perception. He thus says that by his prophetic gift 
the prophet “might discover what by reasoning he could 
not grasp,” or that “the wise man [i.e., the prophet] sees 
God and His powers,” or that “priests and prophets” are 
those who “have risen wholly above the sphere of sense- 
perception and have been translated into the world of the 
intelligible and dwell there registered as freemen of the com- 
monwealth of ideas, which are imperishable and incor- 
poreal,” or that “to a prophet nothing is unknown, since 
he has within him a spiritual sun and unclouded rays to give 
him a full and clear apprehension of things unseen by sense 
but apprehended by the understanding.” Still, knowing 
as he does that the characteristic difference between prophecy 
as used in Scripture and prophecy as used in Greek litera- 
ture is that in the former it means also the revelation of a 
law, whereas in the latter it has not that meaning, he con- 
stantly emphasizes that point. In one place, after describ- 
ing prophecy as that which “divines ” {divinat), he adds “by 
which oracles and laws are given from God.” In another 
place, wishing to prove that Abraham was a prophet, he 
says; “Indeed I see that he is a prophet and lays down law, 
prophesying what things are to be and to be done, for law 

‘■I Cf. Decal. 30, 158-161; Spec. I, la, 66-47, 

* Mos. II, 1, 6. 

^ ImmuU 1, 3; cf. below, p. 32, on use of the term ‘‘wise man” in the sense of 
prophet. 

*7 Gig» 13, 61. Cf. above, p. 10. 

** Spec. IV, 36, 192, 


in Gen. Ill, 9. 
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is an invention of nature and not of men. Since the mind 
beloved of God [in us] migrates and translates itself in an- 
other land outside all the land of sense, there it becomes 
possessed and prophesies.” The surnames by which he 
usually refers to Moses are (i) prophet and (2) lawgiver.^* 
It is as a result of this wider conception of the scope of 
prophecy that Philo departs from Plato in his classification 
of the types of knowledge. To Plato the highest type of 
knowledge, that which is superior to reason based upon 
sense-perception, is only philosophic frenzy, that frenzy dur- 
ing which the mind through recollection has a vision of the 
incorporeal ideas. The three other kinds of frenzy, even the 
frenzy of the statesman in enacting law, are to him of a lower 
grade of knowledge.^" To Philo, however, prophecy in all 
its four functions constitutes what he considers the third and 
highest kind of knowledge. What to Plato and to other 
Greek philosophers is to be attained by philosophy is to 
Philo to be attained by prophecy. “For what the disciples 
of the most approved philosophy gain from its teaching, the 
Jews gain from their law and customs, that is, to know the 
highest and the most ancient cause of all things.” 

III. The Three Types of Prophecy 

We have thus seen how the four distinct types of frenzy 
enumerated by Plato are combined by Philo into four in- 
terdependent functions of prophecy, and prophecy in all its 
functions is placed by him as the highest grade of knowl- 
edge. Now knowledge must have a source whence it comes. 
In the case of his two lower grades of knowledge, Philo tells 

^u, in Gen, IV, 90. 

See Leisegang, Indices^ under and vofAodkrijs, 

^ Cf. Zeller, II, p, 594, n. 4 (Plato, p. 176, n, ao), 
w Firt. 10, 65. 
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us directly that their source is sense-perception.* In the case 
of the highest and third grade of knowledge, in those very 
same passages in which the lower grades of knowledge are 
said to have their source in sense-perception, this grade of 
knowledge is merely said to be independent of sense-percep- 
tion. But if sense-perception is not its source and if recollec- 
tion, too, is not its source,® what, then, is its source? The 
answer to this question is furnished by Philo in several other 
passages. In one group of passages he tells us rather vaguely 
that “ a prophet has no utterance of his own, but his utterance 
comes from somewhere else, the echoes of another voice,” * 
or that “nothing of what he says will be his own” for “he 
serves as the channel for the insistent words of another’s 
promptings,”'* or that “he is not pronouncing any command 
of his own, but is only the interpreter of another.”® This 
vagueness, however, is removed in another passage where 
that “other” who prompts the prophet is identified with 
God. “For the prophet is the interpreter of God who 
prompts from within what he should say.”® This on the 
whole reflects the conception of prophecy in Scripture as well 
as the conception of the various kinds of frenzy in Plato. In 
Scripture the prophet always speaks in the name of God,^ 
and in Plato the various kinds of frenzy are described as a 
divine gift (deia S6<rts)* or as a divine dispensation (dela 
jxoipa)j 

However, to say that the prophet is prompted by God from 
within as to what he should say does not explain fully the 
process of prophetic knowledge, any more than to say that 
everything that happens in the world is caused by God would 


* Cf. above, p. 3. 

* Cf. above, p. 8, 

3 Ifsres 5a, 259. 

^ Spec. I, II, 65. 
s ^u. in Gen, III, 10. 


® Praem, 9, 55. 

7 Cf, Deut. i8;i8-a2. 
* Phaedrus 244 a. 

9 Ibid,^ 244 c. 
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explain the processes of God’s activity in the world. For in 
man, no less than in the world, according to Philo, God acts 
in a variety of ways. Sometimes he acts through agents. His 
powers which are immanent in the world, and sometimes He 
also acts directly in His own person.’® We shall therefore 
have to find out whether the process of prophecy, which to 
be sure, like everything else in the world comes from God, 
does also, like everything else in the world, come either in- 
directly from God or directly from God, or whether it comes 
both indirectly and directly from God. On the whole, we 
shall try to show that Philo enumerates three sources of 
prophecy, namely, (i) the divine spirit, (2) God himself, 
or, as it is also described by Philo, the voice of God, and 
(3) angels, the first two of these being, according to Philo, 
the sources of the prophecies of Moses, which are divided by 
him into three groups. 


(a) Prophe.cy through the Divine Spirit 

Throughout Scripture, prophetic communications are said 
to have their source in what is described as the “spirit of 
God” or the “spirit of the Lord.” It is this spirit of God 
which “comes upon” the prophet," or “comes mightily 
upon”" him, or “falls upon”’* him, or “descends and 
rests on”’* him, or “clothes”’* him, or “fills” him,’® or 
“speaks” ” by him. The prophet is also described, accord- 
ing to the Septuagint version, as one driven out of his senses 
(6 Tape^ecTTrjK&s), and is inspired (A Trvevp(iro<j> 6 pos).^^ Now, in 
Plato, the various states of frenzy are said to be brought 
about by divine inspiration (ipdovirla<ri$y^ or possession 


“ Cf. above, 1 , 349, 376. 

« I Sam. 19: ao. 

“ I Sam. 10: 6. 

*5 Ezek. II : 5. 

*4 Num. II; 25; Isa. ii; 2. 


^ Judges 6: 34; II Chron. 24; 20. 

Micah 3: 8, 

*7 II Sam. 23; 2. 

Hos. 9: 7. 

Phaedrus 249 a. 
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(/caTOKwxi^)}*® and divination in particular is described by 
him as a gift of God to “human thoughtlessness {k4>poaimi)” 
which no man achieves “when in his rational mind, but only 
when the power of his understanding is fettered in sleep or 
when it is distraught by disease or by some divine inspira- 
tion.” ” Following his general method, Philo will combine 
the “divine spirit,” which according to Scripture is the 
cause of prophecy, with the process of “divine inspiration” 
or “possession” which, according to Plato, is the cause of 
his various kinds of frenzy, and especially the frenzy of divi- 
nation. Thus the process of prophesying through the divine 
spirit will become with him identical with the process of 
divine inspiration or divine possession in Greek philosophy. 

The manner in which he combines the scriptural divine 
spirit with the Platonic divine inspiration may be gathered 
from several of his homilies. 

First, he uses those Greek terms which describe the state 
of frenzy as a description of prophetic visions in Scripture. 
In his comment upon the verse “and it came to pass, that, 
when the sun was going down, a deep sleep fell upon 
Abram,” ” he takes the term ecstasy (l/co-racris), which in the 
Septuagint is used for the term “deep sleep,” and explains it 
as having four meanings. The fourth of these meanings, 
that which Scripture uses in connection with Abraham’s 
prophetic vision, is described by him as “the divine posses- 
sion (h'deos KaroKOJxfl) and frenzy ijiavLa) to which prophets 
as a class are subject,’ or as “the experience of the God- 
inspired {kvBovawvToi) and the God-possessed (Seo^op^rou),” 
which, he says, “proves him to be a prophet.” In many 
other passages other Greek terms are similarly applied by 

" Ibid., 045 A. ” Gen. 15: is. 

“ ‘fimaeus 51 e. ^ Hera 51, S49; 53, S64. 

Ibid. 5s, S58; cf. ^a. in Gen. Ill, g; Spec. 1 , 11, 6j. 
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him to scriptural prophecy. Scriptural prophecy thus be- 
comes with him a frenzy, an ecstasy, a divine possession ** 
and an enthusiasm (heovaiaff/jAs)/^ and the scriptural prophet 
becomes with him one who is thrown into a state of enthu- 
siasm or inspired by God (bidovcriSiv), or one who is possessed 
by God {deo^prjTos).*'’ 

Then, just as he uses the Greek terms describing the state 
of frenzy as a description of scriptural prophecy, so he also 
uses the scriptural term “divine spirit ” as a description of the 
Greek conception of frenzy. The Greek terms ecstasy, God- 
inspired, and God-possessed, all of which are used as descrip- 
tions of that which produces the state of frenzy, are explained 
by him as meaning the same as when Scripture says that the 
spirit of God came upon the prophet, or rested upon him, or 
fell upon him, or clothed him, or filled him, or spoke by him. 
Thus, in dealing with the prophetic experience of Abraham, 
while on the one hand he describes it after the Greek manner 
as a state of being possessed {KaTa^xiOeb]), on the other hand 
he describes that state of being possessed, after the scriptural 
manner, as being due to “ the divine spirit which was breathed 
upon him from on high.” Again, “when the intellect is in- 
spired (imh^itur) with divine things,” he says, “ it receives the 
divine spirit” (divinum spiritum)?^ Thus the Greek ex- 
pression “to be God-possessed” or “to be God-inspired” 
came to mean with him to have the divine spirit come upon 
one, or rest upon one, or fall upon one, or speak by one. It 
must, however, be remarked that the term “divine spirit” 
used by Philo in those passages where prophecy is the sub- 
ject of discussion is to be distinguished from the term 
“divine spirit” used by him in other passages where the sub- 


Cf, above, n. 23. 

Mos. II, 45, 246; cf. above, n. 24. 
Eeres 52, 258. 


Vin, 39, 217. 
in Gen, III, 9. 
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ject of discussion is the rational soul of man. The former is 
sometimes described by him more specifically as “ the divine 
and prophetic spirit” (rd deiov /cal irpcx^i^TiKdv irvevna)^" or 
simply as the “prophetic spirit” (•/rpo^TjTi/cdj' weCjua),®* 
whereas the latter is used by him as the equivalent of that 
incorporeal and rational soul which God breathed into Adam 
as a breath of life.*® Since, as we have seen, Philo does not 
believe in Plato’s theory of recollection,** man’s rational 
soul is not conceived by him as having any knowledge of its 
own; it has only a capacity for knowledge, and that capacity 
becomes actualized in either one of two ways: first, by data 
of the external world received through the senses which are 
transformed by its native power into rational concepts; sec- 
ond, by communications received from God through the 
divine spirit. 

Finally, the scriptural resting of the divine spirit upon the 
prophet, which is now identified by him with what the 
Greeks call ecstasy, is described by him as a psychological 
process like that used in the description of ecstasy, but with 
the admixture of certain scriptural terms which he has al- 
ready introduced into his own revision of Platonic psychol- 
ogy. There is in man, to begin with, an incorporeal soul, that 
divine spirit breathed by God into Adam, which incorporeal 
soul has a capacity for knowledge. Through the instrumental- 
ity of the body and the corporeal soul, that incorporeal soul 
acquires the data of the external world furnished to it by the 
senses, and by its native power it transforms these data of 
sense-perception into rational concepts. This constitutes 
what may be called the natural order of rational knowledge. 
It is the second of Philo’s three stages of knowledge; it is a 
knowledge of rational concepts formed by the mind out of 


Fug. 33, 1 86. 
Mos. I, 50, 277. 


3* Cf. above, I, 394. 
» Cf. above, p. 8. 
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the data of sensation. But when that incorporeal soul frees 
itself from the bodily influence, as well as from its own ra- 
tional concepts which are based upon the impressions of 
bodily sensation, it becomes filled with the divine or pro- 
phetic spirit and through that spirit it receives a new kind of 
Liowledge from God, a knowledge of things incorporeal. 
This constitutes what may be called the supernatural order 
of rational knowledge. Because prophetic knowledge, un- 
like the rational concepts, is entirely free from sensation, it 
is described by Philo also as unmixed knowledge {&,KfnjTos 
In other words, prophecy yields a new kind of 
knowledge, entirely independent of sensation, a knowledge 
imported from another region by the divine spirit and in- 
stilled into the rational soul of man, and therein it takes the 
place of those rational concepts formed by the rational soul 
out of the data of sensation. 

This general theory is expressed by him in a variety of 
ways and with his usual loose use of terminology in many 
passages. In one passage, using the term “soul” for the 
rational soul and the term “reason” for the rational con- 
cepts which were formed by the rational soul out of the data 
of sensation, he says: “For no pronouncement of a prophet 
is ever his own; he is an interpreter prompted by another in all 
his utterances, when knowing not what he does he is filled 
with inspiration (h>6(w<n^)y as the reason (XoYKrju6s) withdraws 
and surrenders the citadel of the soul to a new visitor 

and tenant, the divine spirit, which plays upon the vocal 
organism and dictates words which^ clearly*] express its pro- 
phetic message.” Similarly in another passage, dealing with 
the prophetic gift of Abraham, he uses the term “soul” for 
the rational soul, saying that when he prophesied “the di- 
vine spirit which was breathed upon him from on high made 

^ 5 > ^ IV, 8, 49. 
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its lodging in his soul {ypvxfi), and invested his body with 
singular beauty, his voice with persuasiveness, and his hear- 
ing with understanding.” *** In still another passage, using 
the term “mind” in the sense of that “reason” which con- 
sists of rational concepts derived from sensation and omit- 
ting the term “soul,” that is, the rational soul, in which, 
according to the two preceding quotations, that “reason” 
changes places with the divine spirit, he says: “This is what 
regularly happens to the fellowship of the prophets. The 
mind (vovs) that is in us is evicted [from the rational soul] at 
the arrival of the divine spirit, but, when that departs, the 
mind returns to its tenancy, for mortal and immortal may 
not share the same home. And therefore the setting of 
reason (Xo7Krju6s) and the darkness which surrounds it pro- 
duce ecstasy and inspired frenzy.”*’^ In this passage, we take 
it, the description of “reason” as mortal does not mean the 
same as when the irrational soul is described as mortal.®* It is 
described as mortal only by comparison with the divine 
spirit, inasmuch as in contradistinction to the latter it is 
ultimately based upon sensation and the mortal part of man. 
In two other passages, using the term “mind” in the sense 
of the rational soul, he describes the process of prophesying 
as that in which the rational soul departs from all bodily 
associations and in its new state of bodiless existence be- 
comes possessed by the divine spirit. He thus says: “Ec- 
stasy, as the word itself evidently points out, is nothing else 
than a departure of the mind {mens = vovs) wandering be- 
yond itself,” for “when the intellect {intellectus = Si&voia) 
is inspired with divine things, it no longer exists in itself, 
since it receives the divine spirit within and permits it to 
dwell with itself.” In this passage the “itself” {se) be- 


yirt, 39, 217. 
57 Heres 53, 265. 
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39 in Gen. Ill, 9. 



PHILO 


3 ° 

yond which the rational soul wanders and in which it no 
longer exists is that “self” of it which it becomes through 
its association with the body.-'® Again, “since the mind 
ijnens — ms) beloved of God [in us] migrates and transfers 
itself into another land outside all the land of sense, there 
it becomes possessed and prophesies.” In all these pas- 
sages he is restating in a mixture of scriptural and philo- 
sophic terms Plato’s statement, repeated also by later 
Greek philosophers, that “no man achieves true and in- 
spired divination when in his rational mind.” 

The “divine spirit” is thus that “other” which prompts 
the prophet to prophesy, corresponding to the traditional 
Jewish view that it is through the resting of the Holy Spirit 
upon them that the prophets receive the gift of prophecy,^* 
the term “Holy Spirit” being used in post-Biblical Hebrew 
literature for the Biblical “spirit of God” ** which Philo 
usually, though not always, refers to as the “divine spirit.” 

But what is that divine spirit in the sense of prophetic 
spirit which is treated of by Philo as a sort of intermediary 
■Jirough which God communicates His message to prophets ? 
'lo definite explanation of it is to be found in his writings. 
3ut inasmuch as the same term divine spirit is used by 
’hilo as a designation of both the prophetic spirit and the 
icorporeal soul in man, there is no reason why we should 
ot assume that the divine spirit in the sense of prophetic 

Cf. Plato Ion 534 b: “For a poet is a light and winged and sacred thing, and is 
lable ever to indite until he has been inspired (fe»0eos) and put out of his senses 
: 4 >po>v), and his mind (wus) is no longer in him.” 

^ in Gen. IV, 90. 

Timaeus 71 e. 

» Cf. Sifre Deut.) § 176, on i8.i8, F, p. 1076; HF, p. aai; Leviticus Rahhah 15, 2. 

The term “holy spirit” occurs in Isa. 63: 10, ii; Ps. 51: 13 (ii). 
s Besides “divine spirit” Betov) he uses also the expression “spirit of 

d” (it 6upa Beov)y both these forms being a translation of the Hebrew iS/o- 
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spirit should not be of the same nature and of the same order 
of existence as the divine spirit in the sense of the incor- 
poreal soul of man. The divine spirit in the latter sense, as 
we have seen, is a real incorporeal being created by God as 
an image of the idea of mind, which is one of the ideas con- 
stituting the intelligible world.^® So also the divine spirit in 
the sense of the prophetic spirit, we may assume, is con- 
ceived by Philo as a real being created by God as an image 
of the idea of mind. The divine spirit in the latter sense is 
thus an incorporeal soul or mind. Being an incorporeal soul 
or mind, it is also like the angels who are similarly described 
as incorporeal souls or minds. But unlike the incorporeal 
souls in man and the angelic incorporeal souls, both of 
which are many, the incorporeal soul which is the prophetic 
spirit is only one, and it is one and the same divine spirit 
which rests upon all the prophets and through which God 
communicates His message to them. It is as a real being 
created by God after the order of angels such as Philo’s “di- 
vine spirit” that the prophetic divine spirit is also conceived 
in native Jewish tradition, where it is better known as the 
Holy Spirit and Shekinah,^'^ and it is also as such a being 
that the Holy Spirit started on his career in the history of 
Christian theology.^* The divine spirit is thus a sort of 
angel. In Philo, therefore, there are three kinds of incor- 
poreal souls or minds created by God as images of the idea 
of mind. First, the incorporeal souls which become incar- 
nated in the bodies of men. Second, the incorporeal souls 
which never become incarnated in bodies, and as pure un- 
bodied souls are known by the name of angels. Third, one 

Cf. above, I, 390. 

<7 Cf. L. Blau, ‘‘Holy Spirit,” Jewish Encyclopedia^ VI, 448; “Shekinah,” ibid,^ 
XI, 259J G. F, Moore, Judaism^ 1 , 437 - 43 ^* 

Cf. H. B. Swete, “Holy Spirit,” Dictionary of the Bihle^ II, 408, 411a. 
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unique incorporeal soul known as the divine spirit par excel- 
lence which has the sole function of acting as an intermediary 
of divine communications to men. And just as the incor- 
poreal souls in man and the incorporeal souls which are 
angels are each called by Philo “Logos/’ so also the in- 
corporeal soul which is the divine spirit of prophecy could 
be called “Logos.” While indeed Philo does not directly 
designate the divine prophetical spirit by the term “Logos,” 
he identifies it with the scriptural term “wisdom,” which 
is the same as Logos.®' He similarly uses the term “wise” 
((ro4>6s) as synonymous with prophet,®* and the expression 
“divine Logos” (X670S Oetos) as a description of the prophetic 
revelations contained in Scripture.®® 

The divine spirit in the sense of the prophetic spirit is thus 
an incorporeal being which “comes upon” a man, or “falls 
upon” him, or “descends and rests on” him or “clothes” 
him, or “fills” him, or “speaks” by him.®^ But man must 
be prepared for this visit of the divine prophetic spirit, and 
he becomes prepared for it when that other “divine spirit” 
within him, his incorporeal soul or mind, detaches itself from 
aU bodily influences and empties itself out of all bodily kinds 
of knowledge, whether sensations or rational concepts based 
upon sensations, with which it has become charged through 
its existence in the body. When that liberation from the 
body is achieved, the divine prophetic spirit comes and in- 
fuses into that other divine spirit in man a new kind of 
knowledge, prophetic knowledge, unmixed knowledge, a 
knowledge of things incorporeal. But such a state of com- 

« Cf. above, 1 , 377, 393. s* Cf. above, I, 255, 

Gtg, 5, a3j cf. Drummond, II, 216. sa Gig. 5, 22; Immuu i, 3. 

« Mut. 31, 169; Somn. I, 33, 190. This usage of Logos is based upon such ex- 
pressions as ‘‘The word of God came upon the prophet” (I Kings 13: 20), in which 
the term **word” is often translated by X670S without the article. Cf. below, p. 189. 

Cf. above, p. 24. 
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plete liberation from bodily influences can be attained by the 
ordinary run of man only on certain occasions and under 
special conditions. Therefore, the divine prophetic spirit is 
described by Philo as visiting man only periodically {hrire- 
(^oit9jk6tos)ss and as abiding with him only for a while. 
“Though the divine spirit may stay a while in the soul, it 
cannot abide there,” for “nothing is harder than that it 
should abide for ever in the soul with its manifold forms and 
divisions — the soul which has fastened on it the grievous 
burden of this fleshy coil.” Only in the case of excep- 
tional men may the divine prophetic spirit abide forever in 
their souls, and such an exceptional man was Moses. With 
him it abided a very long time, and this for the reason that 
his virtuous nature was constant and was free from change 
and mutability.®* 

Prophecy through the divine spirit is thus one type of 
prophecy. 

This type of prophecy through the divine spirit, which is 
characteristic of the prophecy of all the prophets, is also 
characteristic, according to Philo, of the “third” of the 
three groups of prophetic utterances into which he divides 
the prophecies of Moses.®’ What he calls the “first ” group 
belongs to a different type of prophecy, and we shall deal 
with it in our discussion of prophecy by the divine voice. 
What he calls the “second” group does not constitute a new 
type of prophecy; it belongs to a combination of prophecy 
through the divine spirit and prophecy by the divine voice, 
and with this group, too, we shall deal in our discussion of 
prophecy by the divine voice. 

The prophecies of Moses of the third group are described 


« Spec, IV, 8, 49; cf. above, p. 28, 
S« Gig. 7, 28; cf. 5, 19. 

57 Immut, I, 2. 


!« (^g. II, 47-49. 

» Mos. II, 35, 189-190. 
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by Philo as those “spoken by Moses in his own person, when 
possessed (Karacrxe^^Tos) and carried away out of himself/’ 
“Possessed by God ” (&'0ou<naj5«r)** and “possessed” (fcarex^- 
jite'os; Karaa-xiO^isY^ are the terms used by Philo in char- 
acterizing the source of this group of the Mosaic prophecies. 
These terms, as we have already seen, mean to Philo the 
same as the scriptural expressions of the coming or falling 
or descending or resting of the divine spirit upon the prophet 
or its filling the prophet. This becomes still more evident 
in his description of Moses’ predictive prophecy concerning 
his own death, which quite obviously belongs to the third 
group of Moses’ prophecies. In this description Philo uses 
the term KaraTvevffddsY* which undoubtedly was meant by 
him to be a reproduction of the scriptural expressions about 
the divine spirit coming down upon the prophet. The third 
group of the Mosaic prophecies, therefore, have the same 
source as the prophecies of all the other prophets, except for 
the following difiFerence. In the case of all the other prophets, 
the divine spirit visits them only periodically, whereas in 
the case of Moses it abided, as Philo says, for a very long 
time.'®® Moses, therefore, could prophesy always, for the 
divine spirit was always upon him, and he did not have to 
wait for sudden flashes of prophetic inspiration. The Mosaic 
prophecies of this group are accordingly described by Philo 
as those which are “spoken by Moses in his own person,”®* 
or as those which “are assigned to the lawgiver himself: 
God has given to him of His own power (fi^pajuis), by means 
of which He is able to reveal future events.” Eight, in- 
stances of this type of prophecy are cited by him: (i) At the 

«" Hid., i88. 

® Ibid., igi. 

Ibid., 49, 270. 

** Ibid., 50, S75; 51, a88. 

Ibid,, 51, 391. 


Gig. II, 47; cf. above, p. 33. 
* Mos. II, 35, 188. 

Ibid,, 19OJ cf. above, p. 19. 
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Red Sea, Moses predicted the destruction of the Egyptians.** 
(a) He told the people not to leave of the manna till the 
morning.*® (3) He conjectured correctly that the seventh 
day of the falling of the manna was the Sabbath.'^" (4) He 
predicted that there would be no manna on the Sabbath.^ 
(5) In the story of the golden calf, Moses called out: "Whoso 
is on the Lord’s side, let him come unto me.” ” (6) He pre- 
dicted what would happen to Korah and his followers.®* 

(7) He predicted what was to happen to each tribe.®* 

(8) He prophesied the story of his own death.®* It will be 
noticed that in all these instances there is no mention of 
God having spoken unto Moses to say those things which he 
is recorded to have said.®* It is evidently because of this 
omission that Philo characterizes all these utterances as 
having been spoken by Moses “in his own person.” It will 
also be noticed that all these instances deal with predictive 
prophecy or with prophecy which implies prediction.®® 


Ihid., 46, 251-252; cf. Exod, 14: 13-14. 

Ibid,y 47, 259; cf. Exod. i6: 19, 

7® Ibid.y 48, 263-265; cf. Exod. 16; 23. In Exod. 16; 5, God had only told him 
that the people should gather on the sixth day a double portion. According to 
Philo, while the people knew that the seventh day of the creation of the world was 
the Sabbath, they did not know, before this utterance of Moses, when that seventh 
day was. Cf. Mos, 1 , 37, 207. 

7 * Ihid,y 48, 268; cf. Exod. 16: 25. 

7 » Ibid.y 49, 272; cf. Exod. 32: 26. Cf. 270; “ though perhaps they may be thought 
to resemble eschortations rather than oracular sayings.” 

73 Ibid.y 50, 280; cf. Num. 16; 5. 

7 ^ Ibid,y 51, 288; cf. Deut. 33; i ff. 

75 Ibid.y 51, 291; cf. Deut. 34; 5-8. 

7 ^ The only possible exception would seem to be Exod. 161 23, whichin the Hebrew 
text reads: *‘This is that which the Lord hath spoken: Tomorrow is a solemn rest, a 
holy Sabbath unto the Lord.” But in the Septuagint this verse reads: Is not this 
which the Lord spoke. Sabbaths are a rest holy to the Lord?” According to the 
Septuagint reading, then, the people were only told that Sabbaths are a rest, but 
they were not told that the seventh day of the manna was Sabbath. 

77 Five of the eight examples cited by PWlo are quite obviously predictions. The 
following three examples require explanation, (i) Moses* ordering that the manna 
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Hence he describes this type of prophecy as that by which 
Moses “is able to reveal future events.” 

(^) Prophecy by the Divine Voice 

As a close student of Scripture, however, Philo must have 
known that the divine spirit is not the only means by which 
God communicates His message to the prophets. In the case 
of Moses, for instance, the common expression by which the 
divine communications to him are described is not that the 
divine spirit came upon him, but rather that God spoke unto 
him. That this speaking unto him is to be taken as some- 
thing different from the prophetic inspiration of other proph- 
ets is quite clearly stated in Scripture when it says that 
to him, unlike other prophets, God has spoken “mouth to 
mouth” or “face to face.” Such prophetic utterances of 
Moses, which in the Pentateuch are said to have been spoken 
by God unto Moses, constitute that which Philo designates 
as the first group of Mosaic prophecies and which are de- 
scribed by him as belonging to a different type of prophecy. 

■ In his description of what he calls the first group of the 
prophecies of Moses, Philo says that they are those which 
are “spoken by God in His own person" {he irpoa-eSiTov roB 
tfeoO).** This reflects the combined scriptural statements 

not be left till the morning implies the prediction that it would breed worms (Exod. 
16: 20). (2) His conjecture that the seventh day of the manna was Sabbath im- 
plies also a prediction, for it was later corroborated by God (Exod. i6: 28-29). Philo 
himself calls it “conjecture” {eUaata) and says that without the guidance of the 
“divine spirit” the mind could not have guessed right iMos, II, 48, 265). (3) With 

regard to his summons to the people at the time of the Golden Calf, Philo himself 
says that “perhaps they may be thought to resemble exhortations rather than 
oracular sayings” 49, 270). 

Mos. II, 35, 190. 

w Num, 12: 8. 

Exod. 33; ii; cf. Deut. 34; lo; cf. Si/re Deuteronomyy § 176, on 18. 18, F, p, 
107b; HF, p. 221. 

II, 35, 188. 
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“and the Lord spoke unto Moses face to face (^djTios 
bxairlc^), as a man speaketh unto his friend” and “whom 
the Lord knewy^c^ to face ” (jrpbacamv Karb. TpSawrov),^^ the 
Greek word for “face” in the second statement meaning 
also “person.” This type of prophecy undoubtedly refers 
to all the utterances of Moses which are said to have been 
spoken by God unto Moses before they were delivered by 
Moses unto the people. In all these instances Moses re- 
ceives the communication directly from God and the people 
receive it through Moses who is the prophet of God. How 
these utterances were “spoken by God in His own person” 
is not explained here by Philo. But the explanation for it 
is to be found in his description of the revelation of the ten 
commandments on Mount Sinai. The ten commandments, 
according to him, were revealed to the entire people di- 
rectly by God “in His own person,” in the same way as, 
also according to him, all the other commandments de- 
livered to Moses were revealed. “For it was in accordance 
with this nature that the pronouncements in which the 
special laws were summed up should be given by Him in EEs 
own person (airoTpocr^Tws), but the particular laws by the 
mouth of the most perfect of His prophets.” Now else- 
where he says of these ten commandments that they were 
delivered by God “not through a prophet but by a voice 
{dib ^cop^s) which, strange paradox, was visible.” From 
this we may infer that to have been spoken by God “in His 
own person” means to have been delivered by Grod “not 

Exod. 33: II. 

*3 Deut. 34: 10. 

DecaL 33, 175. 

*5 Mos. II, 39, 213. The description of “voice” as “visible” is based, of course, 
on Exod. 20: 18: “And all the people saw the voices.” In DecaL 9, 33, however, Philo 
speaks of an “invisible sound,” by which, of course, he means an “incorporeal 
sound.” But the “visible” voice here he explains, in DecaL ii, 46, to mean an 
“ articulate voice,” to which he also refers in DecaL 9, 33; cf, below, p. 38. 



PHILO 


38 

through a prophet but by a voice.” By a voice, then, we 
may assume, were delivered also to Moses those communi- 
cations which according to Philo’s description, were “spoken 
by God in His own person.” What the nature of that voice 
was, as well as the condition of the people who heard that 
voice, is described by Philo in some detail. 

Taking for his text the scriptural statement that at the 
revelation on Mount Sinai God answered Moses “by a 
voice”*® and “spoke” *^ all the commandments, Philo 
raises the rhetorical question; “Did He do so by His own 
utterance in the form of a voice?” ®* Of course, God did not 
speak with a physical voice which needs “mouth and tongue 
and windpipe.” *’ But still the story of the revelation on 
Mount Sinai is a historical event which is not to be denied 
and is not to be explained away. It did really happen; God 
really spoke to the people; the people really heard the ten 
commandments; but it was not physical speech by means 
of a physical voice and physical hearing. A special miracle, 
“of a truly holy kind,” was wrought by God on that oc- 
casion. He bid an “invisible sound” {f[Xov &6parov) to be 
created. That invisible sound was something incorporeal, 
something living, something rational, in fact, “a rational 
soul (tfvxii y^ayudi) full of clearness and distinctness,” and 
that “invisible sound” sounded forth an “articulate voice” 
(<jxcvii ivapdpm) also incorporeal but described as “visible.” 
This “new miraculous voice” was set in action by the power 
of God which “breathed” upon it, and as a result thereof 
it created in the “soul ” of each of those present a miraculous 
sort of “hearing,” and this miraculous hearing of “the God- 
possessed mind” went forth to meet the “spoken words.” 

Exod. 19: 19. 

Exod. ao; I. 

** Decal 9, 32* 


Ibid. 

5® Cf. above, n. 85. 
w Decal 9, 32-35, 
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The same, we may assume, was also trae in the case of Moses, 
whenever God, according to Philo’s description, spoke to 
him “in His own person.” 

According to this description, then, the process of re- 
ceiving a revelation directly from God “in His own person,” 
and not through the “divine spirit,” falls into three stages. 
First, God creates a miraculous voice, which is a rational 
soul. Second, that voice, on being set in action by the power 
of God breathed upon it, creates in the soul of the prophet 
a miraculous hearing, whereby that soul of the prophet be- 
comes a God-inspired mind. Third, through that miraculous 
hearing the prophet hears the spoken words of God. Es- 
pecially significant is his description of the miraculous voice 
as a “rational soul.” The “divine spirit,” as we have tried 
to show, is also a rational soul.®* It is undoubtedly this 
miraculous hearing created in Moses to receive the voice of 
God that Philo describes as a “new birth” or a “divine 
birth” in his statement that the “vocation of the prophet,” 
that is, Moses,®^ was a second birth (devr^pa yivecris) or a 
divine birth (divina nativitas), which, in its miraculous char- 
acter, is compared by him to the act of the creation of the 
world.®® The expression “divine birth” means evidently the 
same as “God-bom,” which, as we have shown, refers to 
prophecy.®® 

A combination of these two types of prophecy is char- 
acteristic of what Philo calls the second group of Mosaic 
prophecies. In all the prophecies of this group, Moses in 
his own person asks questions; God in His own person 
answers him. Philo describes the prophecies of this group 
as those which “have a mixed character; for, on the one 
hand, the prophet asks a question tmder divine possession 

5 * Cf. above, p. 31. in Exod, II, 46; Harris, Fragments y pp. 60-61. 

M Exod. 24: 16. 9 S Cf. above, p. 10, 
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and on the other hand the Father, in giving the 
word of revelation, answers him and talks with him as with 
a partner.” The main point in this statement is that the 
questions were asked by Moses “under divine possession,” 
that is, with the abiding of the divine spirit upon him, as in 
the third group of Moses’ prophecies; and that the answers 
were given by God by His own spoken words or voice, as in 
the first group of Moses’ prophecies, thus in this group of 
the Mosaic prophecies the two types of prophecy are com- 
bined. Four cases of this type of prophecy occur in the 
Pentateuch, and Philo mentions all of them. They are 
(i) the case of the blasphemer,®^ (a) the case of the Sabbath 
breaker,®* (3) the case of the second Passover,®® and (4) the 
case of the daughters of Zelophehad."® This group of 
prophecies does not form a distinct type of prophecy; it is 
composed of the first and second types. 

The first and the second groups of Mosaic prophecies are 
contrasted by Philo according to two other distinctions. 
Prophecies of the first group are not only spoken by God 
“in His own person” but they are also spoken by Him 
“through an interpreter {ipiirjveOs), the divine prophet.”"* 
They are furthermore “too great to be lauded by human 
lips,” for, in addition to their other inexpressible merits, 
“they are delivered through an interpreter, and interpreta- 
tion and prophecy are not the same thing.” *®* The second 
group of Mosaic prophecies, on the other hand, is that “in 
which the speaker appears under that divine possession in 
virtue of which he is chiefly and in the strict sense con- 
sidered a prophet.” *“* In these passages Philo quite ob- 

9 ^ Mos, II, 36, 192. 

Hid,, 36, I93~38, 208; cf. Lev. 24: 10-16, 

9 ^ Hid,, 39, 213-40, 220; cf. Num. 15: 32-36. 

99 Hid,, 41, 222-42, 232; cf. Num. II; 1-14. 

Hid,, 43, 234-44, 245; cf. Num. 27; i-ii. 


Hid,, 35, 188, 
Hid., 191. 
Hid, 
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viously makes four statements. First, prophecy and in- 
terpretation are two different things. Second, in the second 
group of his prophecies, when he speaks under divine posses- 
sion — that is, when he delivers to the people words com- 
municated to him by the divine spirit and not those spoken 
to him directly by God in His own person — Moses is to be 
called prophet in the strict sense of the term. Third, in the 
first group of his prophecies, when he delivers to the people 
words spoken to him directly by God in his own person, 
Moses is not a prophet in the strict sense of the term but 
only an interpreter. Fourth, the words spoken by God to 
Moses in His own person and delivered to the people by 
Moses only in his capacity as an interpreter are too great 
to be lauded by human lips. These references to prophecy 
and interpretation have puzzled students of Philo.”'* We 
shall try to explain them. 

In Plato, reference is made to a distinction between a 
man who in a state of frenzy {navh/ros) sees visions (t4 
4)avb>T(3.) and utters words (rA 4>o3V7]$kvTa) and a man who in 
his right mind (^ju^pows) is the interpreter {viroKpiriis) of 
these visions and voices.”® Plato himself applies to the 
former the term “diviner” and to the latter the 

term “prophet” {irpo(f>riTris). There is, however, no rigidity 
about the use of these terms. In Greek, the term “prophet” 
is also used of persons who believed themselves to possess 
oracular power, and as such it is used in contrast to the term 
“interpreter” {i^yrirfis), which means a person who inter- 
prets oracles.”* Even Plato himself uses the term “prophet ” 
in that sense, when he speaks of the Pythia as a prophetess.”^ 

Cf. Gfrorer, I, 54-56; Goodenough, By Lighty Ltghty p. 193, n. 70, 

Timaeus 71 E-72 b. 

Cf. Liddell and Scott, s.v. 

Bhaedrus 244 b. Cf. Archer-Hind’s note in his edition of the fimaeuSy p. 267, 
on 1, 16. 
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Philoj as is evident from his statement that “interpretation 
{kputivila) and prophecy {Tpo<trnTdo.) are not the same thing,”"® 
uses the term “prophet” in the sense of one who possesses 
oracular power, in contrast to one who only interprets 
oracles. Now in Scripture no distinction is made between 
the office of prophet, in the sense in which Philo uses it, and 
the office of interpreter. The same person who receives the 
message from God under divine inspiration also delivers it 
to the people in clear and understandable language. Every 
prophet in Scripture is therefore his own interpreter. He 
does not employ another person to interpret his message. 
Accordingly, when Philo, on many occasions, happens to 
deal with prophets, and these prophets are scriptural 
prophets, he takes care to tell his Greek readers, who are 
accustomed to the Greek usages of language, that “proph- 
ets are interpreters of God,” meaning thereby that in 
Scripture there is no distinction between prophet and in- 
terpreter, for all prophets are interpreters of God, and not 
of oracles delivered by other prophets. And so also, in the 
passages here under consideration, he calls attention to the 
distinction in Greek between interpretation and prophecy, 
but at the same time he tries also to point out that no actual 
distinction between these two exists in scriptural prophecy. 

In his description of the first group of Mosaic prophecies, 
he thus quite properly begins by saying that “God spoke 
in His own person through His interpreter, the divine 
prophet,” ““ that is, Moses, who was the prophet of God and 
heard directly the “voice” of God, and was himself also 
the interpreter of that voice. Then, wishing to show how 
difficult it is to praise with human lips the words “spoken 

Mos. II, 35, 191. 

Mj spec, I, ii, 65; cf. Deter, la, 39; Immut, 39, 138; Mut. aa, ia6; Spec, III, a, 7; 
IV, 8, 49; Legal. 13, 99. «» Mos. II, 35, 188. 
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by God in His own person,” that is, directly by the “voice” 
of God, he says that “they are delivered through an inter- 
preter, and interpretation and prophecy are not the same 
thing,” “ that is, what we have in Scripture of this first 
group of prophecies is only that which has been transmitted 
to us in understandable language through Moses in his 
capacity as interpreter; it does not represent the original 
“voice” spoken by God “in His own person” and heard by 
Moses in his capacity as a prophet. The latter, he says, 
“are too great to be lauded by human lips,” “ that is, they 
are inexpressible in human language. 

Similarly, in his description of the second group of Mosaic 
prophecies, he says that it is that “in which the speaker ap- 
pears under that divine possession in virtue of which he is 
chiefly and in the strict sense considered a prophet.” 
What he means is that it is chiefly and strictly in the sense 
of being under divine possession that the term “prophet,” 
as distinguished from the term “interpreter,” is used in 
Greek divination. When we recall that in his description 
of this second group of Mosaic prophecies he dwells upon the 
terms “foreknowledge” and the revelation of “future 
events ” and also that all his instances of this group of 
prophecies deal with predictions of the future,”® the signifi- 
cance of this last statement as a reference to Greek divina- 
tion and to the use of the term “prophetess” in connection 
with the Pythia becomes all the more evident. 

(c) Prophecy through Angels 

We have so far discussed two types of prophecy which are 
mentioned by Philo, one which comes indirectly through the 

“ lUd., 191. 

iM lUi. 

“3 Ihid. 


“4 Jhid., 190. 

Cf. above, p. 35. 
33* Cf. above, p. 14. 
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divine spirit and another which comes directly by the voice 
of God. In his threefold classification of the prophetic ut- 
terances of Moses, we have also shown, Philo is really trying 
to classify the prophetic utterances of Moses, in accordance 
with their sources, into two classes: one coming directly 
from God and the other coming indirectly through the 
divine spirit. But, besides these two methods by which God 
commxmicates His message to prophets, there is, in Scrip- 
ture, reference to a third method, and that is divine com- 
munications through the intermediacy of angels. Thus an 
angel is said to have appeared to Hagar,“^ to Abraham,"® to 
Balaam,"® to Grideon,"" and to many other persons, and in 
each case the angel predicted the future, which is one of the 
functions of prophecy. 

Now angels, according to Philo, are real beings, incor- 
poreal souls, hovering in the air and in the heavens, identical 
with what the Greeks call demons, and from his descrip- 
tion of the functions of angels in general and of the actual 
tasks they are said to have performed in particular we may 
gather that they are considered by him as intermediaries of 
what he calls prophetic communications. To begin with, 
among the functions he ascribes to them is that of ambassa- 
dors of God through whom “He announces whatever pre- 
dictions he wills to make to our race.” Prediction, ac- 
cording to Philo, is one of the four functions of prophecy. 
Furthermore, when Sarah began to realize that the three 
strangers who had predicted to her the birth of a son were 
not ordinary human beings, she began to suspect that they 
were, as Philo says, “prophets or angels.” *** Angels, then, 
perform the same function as prophets, that of prophesy- 

Judges 6: 12-24. 

Ahr . 23, 1 15. 

lUd,y I 13. 


Gen. 16: 7-12; 21: 17-18. 
Gen. 18: 2-16; 22; 15-18. 
”9 Num. 22; 22-35, 



KNOWLEDGE AND PROPHECY 45 

ing. Still further, the angel in his address to Balaam is made 
by Philo to utter the following words: “I shall direct your 
speech, prophesying (deairt^ay) through your tongue all 
that shall happen, though you yourself understand nothing 
of it.” An angel is thus here explicitly said to be a source 
of prophecy. And so prophecy through an angel is, according 
to Philo, a third type of prophecy. If the question should be 
raised why in his enumeration of the groups of prophecies of 
Moses no mention is made by him of prophecy through an 
angel, the answer is quite obvious. There is no reference in 
Scripture of this type of prophetic revelation in the case of 
Moses. There is indeed a reference to an angel who ap- 
peared to Moses at the burning bush.”** But that angel did 
not speak to Moses. The speech which followed after the 
appearance of that angel is ascribed to God himself,”^ and 
hence it belongs to those communications which are de- 
scribed by Philo as spoken by God “in His own person.” 
Inasmuch as to Philo the angel acts as an agent of prophecy 
and performs the same function as a prophet, the term angel 
is sometimes taken by him to mean prophet, for, referring to 
the verse “Behold I send an angel before thee,” he says: 
“One must suppose that the angel mentioned a little before 
communicated the voice of God, for the prophet is the angel 
or messenger of the Lord, who is the real speaker.” 

(d) Differences between the 'three 'types of Prophecy 

If we now compare these three types of prophecy, we find 
that they have one element in common. They all come 
about by means of something like a rational soul. The 
“voice” of God is directly described by Philo as a rational 

Mos. I, 49, 174. Exod. 3: 4; cf. Mas. I, la, 63 f. 

Exod. 3: a. Exod. 23; 20. 

Fragmenta^ Richter, VI, 243 (M, II, 678). Cf. above, I, 418. 
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soul.“® Angels are also direcdy described by him as rational 
souls.“® As for the divine spirit, we have tried to show that 
like the divine spirit which God breathed into Adam it is 
also a rational soul. And still, despite the common element 
in these three types of prophecy, Philo distinguishes be- 
tween prophecy by the “voice” of God from prophecy 
through the “divine spirit,” and consequently, it may be 
inferred, also from prophecy through “angels,” calling 
prophecy by the “voice” of God a direct kind of divine 
communication in which God speaks to the prophet “in His 
own person.” *3® The “voice” of God must therefore have 
been conceived by Philo as a rational soul which carries the 
very words of God to that new kind of “hearing” which it 
created in the soul of Moses as well as in the souls of those 
who stood witness at the revelation of the ten command- 
ments on Mount Sinai,*** whereas the “divine spirit” and 
“angels” are rational souls which communicate God’s mes- 
sage in their own words. Between the “divine spirit” and 
“angels” there is still another difference. Angels are many, 
and each angel is a messenger of God not only in imparting 
to men prophetic communications but also in performing 
other tasks, such, for instance, as bringing secondary goods 
or punishments.*** The divine spirit, on the other hand, is 
one unique being whose only office is that of imparting pro- 
phetic knowledge to men. 

His differentiation between the three types of prophecy 
has led Philo to lay down different sets of qualifications for 
the prophetic gifts of the various types of prophecy. That 
prophecy required certain qualifications is assumed in native 
Jewish tradition. In the Talmudic literature, according to 

”• Decal. 9, 33; cf. above, p. 38. 

“9 Conf, 35, 176; cf. above, I, 367. 

*30 Mos. II, 35, 188; cf. above, p. 37 


* 3 * Cf. above, p. 38. 

Cf. above, I, 381-382. 
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one list, the qualifications for prophecy are wisdom, strength, 
riches, and high stature; *** according to another list, they 
are study, strictness, zeal, integrity, abstinence, purity, holi- 
ness, humility, fear of sin, and piety.**^ To be of Jewish 
descent, however, is not considered a required qualification. 
Seven gentiles mentioned in Scripture, including Balaam, 
are said to have been prophets,**® though certain distinc- 
tions are drawn between the prophecy of Israel and the 
prophets of other nations.**® The Stoics are similarly re- 
ported as having said that only the upright man (irirov- 
datosY^’’ or the wise man (sapiensY^^ can be a diviner. How- 
ever, there is a difference between the Jewish and the Stoic 
view. According to the Jewish view, prophecy, like any act 
of individual providence, has in it an element of divine grace 
and selection, and the qualifications required are those 
which render men fit to be selected by God for the divine 
gift of prophecy. According to the Stoics, prophecy is a 
natural and necessary process,**** and the qualifications re- 
quired are those which render men naturally fit for the power 
of divination. 

In accordance with these prevailing views, Philo also dis- 
cusses the qualifications for prophecy. The wicked (^aOXos) 
and iniquitous (iuox0»?p6s) man, he maintains, can never be 
a prophet.*^® Prophecy is reserved only for the refined man 
(&(rT€tos),*<* the wise man (<ro06s),*''® the just man (Sf/caios),*®* 


^ Shahhat 92a; Nedarim 38 a. 

*34 *Jbodah Zarah 20b and M, Sotah IX, 15, combined. 

Baba Batra 15b, 

*3^ Genesis Rabbah 52, 5; Leviticus Rabbah i, 13. 

^7 Stoh^&MSy Eclogae II, p. 114, 1. 16 (Arnim, III, 605), The term cnrouSoTos 
literally means the same as the Hebrew term zerizut (“quickness,” “zeal,” “eager- 
ness”), quoted above. 

138 Cicero, De Dtvinatione II, 63, 129. Cf. Pease’s note in his edition. 

*39 Cf. above, I, 352 n. Heres 52, 259. 

*43 Ibid.; ImmuU i, 3; Gig. 5, 23. *43 Heres 52, 260. 


*4* Ibid. 
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and the genuine lover of wisdom (^tX6<ro^os Evodos).^** With 
these qualifications of refinement, wisdom and justice any 
man is capable of attaining prophecy.’^® Still, while he does 
not say so explicitly, there is no doubt that with his belief in 
individual divine providence the attainment of prophecy by 
those who are worthy of it is through an act of divine grace 
and selection. No qualification of descent is specified by 
him. Referring to prophetic knowledge as “pure knowl- 
edge,” he sa 3 rs that “it is the pure knowledge in which 
every wise man in all likelihood (uKdras) shares.” Here 
again the sharing in this “pure knowledge” by “every wise 
man” is through an act of divine grace and selection. 
Furthermore, inasmuch as every man possesses an incor- 
poreal rational soul and inasmuch also as in no man is the 
rational soul always completely submerged in bodily sensa- 
tions, there is no man who does not occasionally get a flash 
of the divine prophetic spirit. “Who indeed is so lacking 
in reason (jSXoyos) and soul (Eil/vxos) that he never either 
with or without his will receives a conception of the best? 
Nay, even over the reprobate hovers often of a sudden the 
vision of the excellent, but to grasp it and keep it for their 
own they have not the strength. In a moment it is gone and 
passed away to some other place, and from the habitation 
of those who have come into its presence after wandering 
from the life of law and justice it turns away its steps. Nay, 
never would it have come to them save to convict those who 
choose the base instead of the noble.” The phrase “vi- 
sion of the excellent” in this passage refers to the “spirit 
of God” mentioned previously,*^* and that spirit of God, 
as may be judged from the context, refers to the spirit of 


Plant. 6, 24. 
Heres 52, 260. 
* 4 ® Gig, 5, 22. 


*47 20 - 21 . 

* 4 * Cf. iiid., 19. 
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prophecy/'*® In some respect this passage reflects Plato’s 
statements that all men by their very nature have the 
capacity to regain the vision of the ideas for fleeting mo- 
ments during their lifetime/®® and that the soul by its very 
nature has the capacity of divination {navriKiv rt)/®* But 
there is an additional element in it. These brief visitations 
of the divine prophetic spirit to the reprobates are not 
always altogether a natural act of necessity, they have an 
element of divine grace in them. They are the work of 
divine providence for the purpose of convicting the rep- 
robates, of making them conscious of their wrong-doings 
and thereby causing them by their own free will to abandon 
the base and choose the noble.^®* 

Scriptural prophecy through the divine spirit thus differs 
from the various kinds of frenzy or ecstasy or divine pos- 
session known among Greeks in that it has an element of 
divine grace in it. Commenting upon the name Hannah, 
which in Hebrew means “grace,” he says that “without 
grace it is impossible to leave the ranks of mortal things or 
to stay forever among things imperishable.” ^®® What he 
means is that it is only by the grace of God that one can 
rise from the knowledge of things sensible to prophetic 
knowledge of things intelligible. He then goes on to say; 
“When grace fills the soul, that soul thereby rejoices and 
smiles and dances, for it is possessed with a frenzy (iSe/S&Kxeu- 
T(u), so that to many of the unenlightened it may seem to 
be drunken, crazy and beside itself,” *®^ for “with the God- 
possessed (6eo4>opi)Tais) not only is the soul wont to be 
stirred and goaded as it were into ecstasy but the body also 
is flushed and fiery . . . and thus many of the foolish are 


Cf. 23 flF. 

* 5 ® Phaedrus 249 b~d. 
Ibid, 242 c. 


Cf. above, I, 437'“438* 
IS3 Ebr, 36, 145. 

*54 Jbid.y 146. 
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deceived and suppose that the sober are drunk.” The 
Greek term used here by Philo for “possessed with a frenzy,” 
it will be noticed, is |8e/3dKX€vrai, which literally means 
“possessed with a Bacchic frenzy.” Elsewhere Philo uses 
this term in the sense of a frenzy which has been brought 
on by one’s own will {iicovffle^y^^ or which has been induced 
by "unmixed wine” The reference quite evi- 

dently is to the festivals of Bacchus or Dionysus, at which 
ecstasy or frenzy or divine possession was brought on vol- 
untarily by the drinking of wine. Philo indirectly alludes 
to this practice when he mentions “drunkenness ” (piBrj) and 
“drunken frolic” {vapoivla) in his description of the manner 
in which heathen festivals are celebrated.*®® The purpose 
of his comment on the name Hannah, therefore, is to show 
that the ecstasy which comes by the grace of God through 
the divine spirit is not the same as that which is induced 
voluntarily by strong wine in the cult of Dionysus. Though 
resembling intoxication, it is really a sober ecstasy. It is 
for this reason that elsewhere he describes this .kind of 
ecstasy as “a divine intoxication (Bda. pidr]), more sober than 
sobriety itself,”*®’ or as “sober intoxication” (/lidij vr}4>&- 
Xws).*®* 

Every man and woman by virtue of their being endowed 
with a rational soul may thus be chosen by divine grace for 
the gift of that type of prophecy which comes through the 
divine spirit. No qualification of descent is required, though 
moral and intellectual qualifications may be required for the 
permanency of the prophetic gift of this type. Similarly, 
prophecy through an angel may come by divine grace to 

147. 

«« Ibid, 31, 123. Cher, 27, 92. 

Somn, lly 31, 205. ^9 Leg, All III, 26, 82. 

Probus 2, 13. For other implications of this expression, cf. H. Lewy, Sobria 
Ebrietasy X 929 « 
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any human being of whatever descent; and, inasmuch as this 
type of prophecy is always only of a temporary nature, even 
the qualification of moral and intellectual perfection is not 
required, as is evidenced by the instances of Hagar and Lot 
and Balaam. God may send an angel to any human being 
He chooses. 

Not so, however, is that type of prophecy which comes 
directly from God, by the voice of God. In this there must 
be a certain qualification of descent. Commenting upon the 
verse in which Hagar says to the angel who has appeared 
to her, “Thou art the God that didst look upon me? ” he 
says; “for being Egyptian by descent she was not qualified 
to see the Supreme Cause.” Here then Egyptian de- 
scent disqualified one from attaining that kind of prophecy 
which comes directly from God. Complementary to this 
passage there is another passage in which, though he does 
not say that non-Jewish descent disqualifies one for this type 
of prophecy, he does say that Jewish descent especially 
qualifies one for it. Of the prophecies which were spoken to 
Moses by God “in His own person” he says that they “are 
absolutely and entirely evidences of the divine excellences, 
namely, of His graciousness and beneficence, by which He 
incites all men to noble conduct, and particularly the people 
which is dedicated to His service, for whom He opens up 
the road which leads to happiness.” By the “people 
which is dedicated to His service ” he means here Israel, for 
Israel, Philo says elsewhere, is the best of races and is capable 
of seeing God,^®^ and this capability of seeing God is based 
upon the habit of his service to God.^®® In this type of 
prophecy, then, the divine grace of prophecy is not given to 


Gen. 16: 13. 
Somn,l, 41^240, 
Mos. II, 35, 189. 


Congr, 10, 51; Post. 26, 92. 
Sarr. 36, 120. 



PHILO 


52 

man by the mere fact of his being morally and intellectually 
qualified for it; the qualification of Jewish descent is re- 
quired. Elsewhere he tells us, as we have seen, that this 
divine grace in the case of Moses is a free grace and in the 
case of the people of Israel it was due to the merit of the 
Patriarchs.^®^ This view, that the revelation of the Law was 
a special gift to Israel, was by the time of Philo a common 
belief among the Jews, as is evidenced from Sirach.*®® 

This variety of meaning of the term prophecy as used by 
Philo will throw light also upon the question whether Philo 
differed or did not differ from Palestinian Judaism with re- 
gard to the doctrine of the cessation of prophecy. The em- 
phasis laid by students of Philo upon his conception of the 
universality of the gift of prophecy and upon his account of 
his own personal experience of prophetic inspiration has 
created the impression that Philo did not believe in the cessa- 
tion of prophecy.*'^® But prophecy is a complex term, both 
as used in Palestinian Judaism and as used by Philo, and 
when we speak of the cessation of prophecy we must first 
determine what type of prophecy is meant by such a ces- 
sation. 

The cessation of prophecy which according to Palestinian 
tradition took place upon the death of the last of the prophets, 
Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi,’'^* means that the kind of 
prophecy which inspired the teachings contained in the 
Hebrew Scripture came to an end, so that henceforth no 
other teachings will have been inspired by the same kind of 

Leg, All. Ill, 46, 134-135- 

IMd. II, 9, 33-34; cf. above, I, 450-455- 

Sirach 24: 8, 12. 

Migr* 7> 34“35; 9? ^7* Somn, II, 38, 252, 

*70 Cf. R. H, PfeiflFer, Introduction to the Old testament, p, 67, referring to Gfrorer, 
I, 46—68, 

^ 7 * Yoma^^ 
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prophecy. This may be gathered from the distinction 
which Talmudic sources constantly make between Scripture 
and extra-scriptural writings and the fact that every 
book included in Scripture was believed to have been in- 
spired by the Holy Spirit.^^* We may also gather this from 
Josephus’ statement that “from Artaxerxes (i.e., the Book 
of Esther) to our own time the complete history has been 
written but has not been deemed worthy of equal credit with 
the earlier records, because of the failure of the exact suc- 
cession of the prophets.” Other forms of prophecy, how- 
ever, did not disappear. Both in Talmudic literature and 
in Josephus there are references to predictive prophecy, 
attributed to an echo of a heavenly voice {bat 
which in Josephus is loosely referred to as prophecy.^^f® In 
Talmudic literature it is told how Hillel said that the people 
would know how to act on a certain occasion by the Holy 
Spirit,^’'^ how Gamaliel guessed by the Holy Spirit the name 
of a gentile whom he had never seen before,*^® and how be- 
fore it was agreed that legal controversies among the rabbis 
should be decided by vote, the controversies between the 
school of Hillel and the school of Shammai were decided by 
a heavenly voice.*’'’ Thus according to Palestinian tradition, 
prophecy in the sense of prediction and in the sense of know- 
ing things beyond sense perception and reason never ceased 
to exist. Moreover, the fact that, despite the cessation of 
prophecy, Maimonides claims to have discovered the hidden 
meaning of certain verses in the Book of Job by a sort of 


‘T’ M. Shabbat XVI, i; M. Sanhedrin X, i; sj. Yom-fob IV, 4. 

*73 BahaBatra I4l>“i 5a; Magillah 7a. 

*74 Apion, I, 8, 41. 

* 7 s Sota 33a; ^os, Sota XIII, 5; Antu XIII, 10, 3, a8a. 

* 7 <s Antt, XIII, 10, 7. a99-3oo; BclL Jud. I, 2, 8, 68-69. 

*77 sTw. PesaUm IV, 2. 

*78 Ihid, I (if), 27. *79 Yer, Berakot I, 7, 3b below; 'Eruhin 13b. 
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prophecy^*® shows that the prophecy which ceased was a 
special kind of prophecy, that kind of prophecy which in- 
spired the teachings contained in Scripture. 

This is exactly the view of Philo. The accounts of his own 
personal experience of prophetic inspiration relate only to 
the attainment of a knowledge of things by inspiration 
when ordinary reasoning processes failed him. This is ex- 
actly what Palestinian rabbis still continued to claim for 
themselves. But there is no evidence that unlike Pales- 
tinian Jews he believed that that type of prophecy which 
gave Scripture its special character continued to exist. His 
assertion that all things written in the Pentateuch are divine 
revelations**® and his references to the inspired nature of 
the other books of Scripture which he happens to mention *** 
indicate that he assigned no such distinction to any other 
books written after the Scripture. With regard to the laws 
of Moses, his expression of hope, that is, of belief, that they' 
are eternal,**^ clearly indicates that the prophetic inspira- 
tion which produced them came to an eni Indeed, he 
speaks of the Septuagint translation as having been done by 
its translators “as if they were divinely inspired” (Kae&irep 
b>6av<nQvTes) and he describes their work of translation by 
the term “prophesied” (irpoe^Tevop),**® but so also the 
Palestinian rabbis sometimes did not hesitate to say that 
the Aramaic version of the prophets *** and even the Sep- 
tuagint **^ were done under divine inspiration. 


Moreh Nehukim III, aa. 

*** Misr. 7, 34-35; ^otnn, II, 38, 25a. 

*** Mos. II, 35, 188. 

Cf, Gfrorer, 1, 46-48. 

Mos, II, 3, 14; cf. above, 1, 187. 

Mos, II, 7, 37; cf. Wisdom of Solomon 7: 27. 

*** Megillah 3a. 

Megillah 9a; Masseket Soferim I, 8 (ed. M. Higger, p. 82), 
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IV. Prophetic Dreams 

There are thus, according to Philo, three sources of proph- 
ecy, God, the divine spirit, and angels. The first two sources 
are explicitly distinguished by him in his analysis of the 
prophecies of Moses; the third may be discerned in his dis- 
cussion of angels. Now in Greek philosophy similar views are 
expressed as to the sources of divination. Corresponding to 
two of Philo’s sources, namely, God and angels, there is the 
statement attributed to the Stoics that divination comes 
either from the gods or from demons.* Corresponding to the 
remaining one of Philo’s three sources of prophecy, namely, 
the divine spirit, which, in the case of Moses, is described by 
him as the power (Sivatus) of foreknowledge imparted by 
God to him through the permanent abiding upon him of the 
divine spirit, whereby he is able to reveal future events,® 
there is the view ascribed to Chrysippus that divination is 
“the power (vim) to see, understand, and explain pre- 
monitory signs given to men by the gods.” ^ But there is no 
evidence that Philo was influenced, in his enumeration of 
these three types of prophecy, by these non-Jewish sources. 
The only formal enumeration of the sources of divination in 
Greek philosophy is that in which, as quoted above, gods 
and demons are mentioned. No such formal enumeration is 
found in PhUo, though, as we have shown, angels, which 
correspond to demons, are undouttedly considered by him a 
source of prophecy. The only formal enumeration given by 
him is his analysis of the prophecies of Moses into those 

* Stobaeus, Eclogae II, p. 67, 11 . 16-19; Zeller, III, i<, p. 35a, n. 6 {Stoics, 
Epicureans and Sceptics^^ p. 378, n. a). 

* Mos. II, 35, 190; cf. above, p. 34. 

3 Cicero, "De Dimnatione II, 63, 130; cf. also I, 32, 70; I, 49, 110; II, ii, 26. See 
A, S. Pease’s notes in his edition. 



PHILO 


56 

“spoken by God in His own person” and those “spoken by 
Moses in his own person when possessed by God,” that is, 
through the divine spirit. And such a classification of the 
sources of divination or prophecy is not found in Greek 
literature. 

There is, however, evidence that his formal threefold 
classification of the sources of dreams, corresponding to the 
implied threefold classification of sources we have found in 
his discussion of prophecy, is directly based upon a Greek 
text, but that still, while the formal classification is based 
upon a Greek text, his entire treatment of the subject of 
dreams is again a combination of scriptural and Greek 
texts. 

In Scripture not only prophecy but also dreams are said 
to come from God, and the prophet and the dreamer of 
dreams are both considered as receiving divine communica- 
tions.® In Scripture, furthermore, are recorded many true 
dreams. As a close student of Scripture Philo must have 
observed that with regard to these dreams, sometimes it is 
God himself who is said to appear to men in dreams, as in 
the case of the dream of Abimelech,® in the dream of Laban,^ 
and in the dream of Solomon; ® sometimes it is an angel who 
is said to appear in dreams, as in the case of the dreams of 
Jacob; " but sometimes men are said to dream without any 
mention of God or angels, as in the case of the dreams of 
Joseph,” Pharaoh’s chief baker and chief butler in prison " 
and Pharaoh himself,” of the dream overheard by Gideon,’'® 

4 Cf. above, p. 34. 

5 Num. 12: 6; Deut. 13; 2, 4; I Sam. 28; 6, 15; Jer. 23: 25; 27; 9; 29: 8. 

^ Gen. 20: 3. 

7 Gen. 31 ; 24. 

« I Kings 3: 5. 

5 Gen, 28: 12, 13; cf. below, p. 58; Gen. 31: ii. 

Gen. 37: 5, 9. 


“ Gen. 40: 8, 9, 16, 
« Gen. 41; I, 5. 

*3 Judges 7: 13. 
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and of the dream of Nebuchadnezzar.^^ Similarly in Greek 
philosophy frenzy and dreams are considered as two natural 
modes of divination, approved of by both Peripatetics and 
Stoics, and are contrasted with those artificial modes of 
divination, which, like the various forms of witchery in 
Scripture,"'® were disapproved of by the Peripatetics."'® 
Moreover, corresponding to the three kinds of dreams re- 
corded in Scripture, there is the view of Posidonius that 
“there are three ways in which men dream as the result of 
divine impulse: first, the soul is clairvoyant of itself because 
of its kinship with the gods; second, the air is full of immortal 
souls (i.e., demons), already clearly stamped, as it were, 
with the marks of truth; and third, the gods in person con- 
verse with men when they are asleep.” Following his 
general method of casting scriptural material in a philo- 
sophic framework, Philo combines the various classes of 
dreams recorded in Scripture with the classification of 
dreams as found in Posidonius. This he does in his work “ On 
Dreams, That They Are God-Sent,” of which only two of 
the original three or five parts are now extant.'^ 

The part of the work which is not extant is said by Philo to 
have dealt with dreams in which “the Deity of His own 
motion sends to us the visions which are presented to us in 
sleep ” and in which the dreams are clear and distinct 
after the nature of plain oracles.” In this lost part of the 

Dan. 2 : i ff, *5 Deut. i8: io~ii. 

Cicero, De Divinatione I, 3, 5; I, 6, 11-12; I, 33, 72. See Pease’s notes in his 
edition. 

*7 1, 30, 64. Cf, Colson, V, 593, §§ 1-2; Philos Werke^ VI, 173, n. 2. 

** Cf. L. Massebieau, “Le Classement des Oeuvres de Philon,” Bihhothlque de 
r^cole des Hautes Etudes . . . Sciences Religieuses, i (1889), 30; L. Cohn, **Ein- 
teilung und Chronologic der Schriften Philo's,” PhilologuSy Supplementband VII, 
iii (1899), 402; M. Adler, “Das plulonische Fragment De Deoy* Monatsschrtft fur 
Geschichte und Wissenschaftdesjudentkums 80 (1936), 168. 

Somn, I, I, i; cf. II, i, 2. Ilnd. II, 1,3. 
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work, Philo, who confines himself in this book to the Pen- 
tateuch, must have undoubtedly dealt with the dreams of 
Abimelech” and Laban,“ for in both these dreams God 
speaks in His own person and His message is clear and 
distinct. 

The first extant part of the work deals with the two dreams 
of Jacob, (i) the dream of the ladder at Bethel ** and (2) the 
dream of the flock with varied markings.®^ Now in the sec- 
ond of these two dreams it is explicidy said that it was an 
angel who spoke to Jacob. But in the first dream, while 
angels are said to have appeared to Jacob, it is the Lord 
who is said to have spoken to him. But in Philo’s interpreta- 
tion, the term Lord stands there not for God himself but 
for the archangel (dpx&YTeXos),®* the eldest Logos {Trpea^b- 
raros X670S),®® the one who appeared “in the place of God,” 
that is, as a substitute of God, “with a view to the profit of 
him who was not yet capable of seeing the true God.” 
Consequently, in describing this class of dreams in his own 
words and by the use of scriptural vocabulary, he says: 
“You see that the sacred Scripture proclaims as dreams sent 
from God not only those which appear before the mind 
under the direct action of the Highest of Causes, but those 
also which are revealed through the agency of His interpre- 
ters and attendant angels who have been held meet to re- 
ceive from the Father to whom they owe their being a 
divine and happy portion.” ** But the angels, as we have 
seen, are to Philo powers of God immanent in the world. 


« Gen. 20; 3-7. Gen. 31: 11-13. 

” Gen. 31: 24. as Sornn, I, 25, 157, 

*3 Gen. 28: 12-15. a« 3 fd. 1 , 39, 230. 

*7 I^id, I, 41, 238; cf. I, 33, 189-190. This is Philo’s interpretation of the Sep- 
tuagint rendering of the verse am the God of Beth-el” (Gen. 31: 13) by *T am 
the God who appeared to thee in the place of God.” 

** I^;V.I, 33 ,i 90 . 
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attained through recollection is called by Plato philosophic 
frenzy, which is the highest among the four kinds of frenzy 
enumerated by him, the lower three kinds being (i) the 
frenzy of divination, called prophecy, (2) the frenzy of 
priests, and (3) the frenzy of legislators and poets, which is 
inspired by the Muses. But in the Greek translation of the 
Hebrew Scripture the term prophecy is used as a description 
not only of the power of divination but also of the power to 
see things incorporeal which are not perceived by the senses, 
thus corresponding to Plato’s philosophic frenzy. Accord- 
ingly, Philo, in his threefold classification of the types of 
knowledge, substitutes for Plato’s third type, that of recol- 
lection or of philosophic frenzy, the scriptural term prophecy. 
Moreover, in Scripture the term prophecy is used to in- 
clude also powers corresponding to the remaining two kinds 
of frenzy enumerated by Plato. Consequently with Philo 
the term prophecy comes to be used in the sense of all the 
four kinds of frenzy enumerated by Plato, and all of them, 
because they are an immediate sort of knowledge inspired 
by God, become with him the highest kind of knowledge. 
The prophet to Philo, therefore, is not only a diviner but he 
is also one who, like a priest, expiates the sins of the people, 
like a philosopher, has a direct vision of things incorporeal, 
and especially, like a legislator, through divine revelation, 
becomes the author of laws. 

Prophecy in this its fourfold function comes from God. 
But it may come from God in three different ways. First, it 
may come through the divine spirit. Now the term divine 
spirit in one sense means the incorporeal rational so\il in man, 
through which, out of data of sensation, man forms scientific 
concepts, which is the second of Philo’s threefold division of 
knowledge. But the divine spirit which is the instrument of 
prophecy means an incorporeal rational being or soul which 
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is not in man; its contact with man is only through man’s 
rational soul, which, on freeing itself of the rational concepts 
formed out of the data of sensation, becomes filled with a 
new knowledge communicated to it by that divine prophetic 
spirit. Second, prophecy may come through angels. Angels, 
too, like the divine prophetic spirit, are incorporeal beings, 
but, unlike the divine prophetic spirit, there are many of 
them; and, again, unlike the divine prophetic spirit, they 
perform other tasks besides inspiring men with prophecy. 
Third, prophecy may come by the voice of God. This voice 
of God, like the divine prophetic spirit or angels, is an in- 
corporeal rational being. But, unlike the divine prophetic 
spirit or angels, which are permanent, though created, be- 
ings through which prophecy is communicated, the voice of 
God is created especially for each occasion of prophetic reve- 
lation. Then also, unlike the divine prophetic spirit and 
angels, which do not communicate directly the words of 
God, the voice of God communicates directly God’s very 
words. Consequently prophecy by the voice of God is de- 
scribed as a form of direct communication in which God 
speaks “in His own person.” All these three types of proph- 
ecy come by divine grace, but there is the following diflFerence 
between them. Prophecy through an angel may come even 
to a non-Jew and even to one who had neither moral nor in- 
tellectual distinction. Prophecy through the divine spirit 
may also come to a non- Jew, but the recipient must have 
certain moral and intellectual qualifications. Prophecy by 
the voice of God is that by which laws are revealed and it 
comes only to Jews. Such prophecies by the voice of God 
were received by the entire people of Israel at the revelation 
on Mount Sinai and by Moses in the revelation of all the 
other laws to him, except those laws which were communi- 
cated to him in answer to certain questions addressed by him 
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to God. This latter group of laws was communicated to him 
by a combination of the divine spirit and the voice of God. 
The predictive prophecies of Moses, however, were com- 
municated to him by the divine spirit. But unlike most of 
the other prophets, who are visited by the divine spirit only 
periodically, Moses was permanently under the influence of 
the divine spirit. Besides prophecy, there are also prophetic 
dreams, and such prophetic dreams, like prophecy, come 
either through the divine spirit or through an angel or di- 
rectly from God. 

From now on, in the history of philosophy, whether Chris- 
tian, Moslem, or Jewish, revelation or prophecy is considered 
as a source of knowledge by the side of the other sources of 
knowledge derived from philosophic writings. Clement of 
Alexandria* and St. Augustine,® to mention but two out- 
standing examples, consider faith as a source of knowledge, 
and faith is assent to the revealed knowledge of Scripture. 
St. Thomas discusses the question “whether prophecy per- 
tains to knowledge” ’ and his answer is that it “pertains to 
a knowledge that is above natural reason.” In Arabic phi- 
losophy, the Ikhwan al-Safa, in their formal classification of 
the sources of knowledge, mention also “prophecy” («/- 
wahy) and “divine inspiration” {al-ilhamY as sources of 
knowledge. Alfarabi places prophecy at the top of the vari- 
ous stages of knowledge to which man may attain.* In 
Arabic Jewish philosophy, Saadia includes among the 
sources of knowledge which he enumerates also “ true tradi- 

* Stromata VII, i6 (PG, 9, 532 c). 

» In Joanis Evan^elium, Tractatus CX, Caput XVII, § 4 (PL, 35, 1922). 

5 Sum* ItheoL II, II, 171, i. 

^ Ibid,y 2 c. 

s F* Dieterici, Arabic, Die Abhandlungen der Ichwbn Es^Sajt in Auswahl^ p, 521, 
1 . 5; German, Die Lehre ton der Weltseele^ p. 99. 

^ Al-Siydsdt aUMadaniyyahy Hyderabad, 1346 A, H,, p. 49, 1 . 15-p. 50, 1 . 2. 
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tion,” ’ by which he means knowledge based upon revela- 
tion as recorded in Scripture, and both Judah ha-Levi and 
Abraham Ibn Daud explain the Aristotelian immediately 
known primary premises as coming by divine inspiration.* 
Prophecy in both Christianity and Islam, as in Philo’s 
analysis of the prophecy of the Pentateuch, means more than 
mere divination. In both the New Testament and the 
Koran, while prophecy means also prediction, it means 
primarily the revelation of certain knowledge for the guid- 
ance of men both in their intellectual and moral life. In 
Christian philosophy, St. Thomas raises the question 
“whether prophecy is only about future contingencies,” that 
is to say, whether prophecy is only divination as among the 
Greeks and Romans, and his answer is that by prophetic 
knowledge it is also possible to know “all things both divine 
and human, both spiritual and corporeal” and that “it also 
contains matters relating to human conduct.”’ In Moslem 
philosophy, prophecy is considered as the source of religious 
legislation " and also as the source of man’s knowledge of 
intelligible things or concepts.” Ibn Khaldun states that 
the function of prophecy is to “make known to men what 
is most advantageous for them” and that it is also “the 
power to predict the occurrence of events which are hidden 
from mankind.” “ 


7 Emunot we-De^ot^ Hdkdamah^ ed. Josefov, § 4, p. 44 (Arabic, p. 14, 11 . a fF.). 

® Cuzari V, 12 (Arabic, p. 314, 1 . o.^)\Emunah Ramah II, 4, i, p. 58. 

9 Sum. TheoL II, II, 171, 3 c. 

” Avicenna, Najat^ ed. Cairo, 1331 A. H., p. 499, 11 . 5 flP.; Latin, N. Carame, Avu 
cennae Metaphysices Compendium^ P- ^ 54 * 

** Alfarabi, Fusus al-Hikam, § 40, ed. F. Dieterici, in AlfardhVs philosophische 
Abhandlungen, 1890, p. 75; German, 189a, p. 123. 

” Muqaddimah I, i, 6. Arabic text in ProlSgom^nes d^Eben^Khaldoun, ed. M. 
Quatrem^re, Paris, 1858, 1 , p. 165, 11 . 8 and io~ii, M. de Slane’s French translation, 
Paris, 1863, 1 , 184; cf. D. B. Macdonald, ^he Religious Attitude and Life in Islam^ 
1909, p. 43. 
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In the New Testament two modes of prophecy are men- 
tioned, that by the Holy Spirit,** corresponding to Philo’s 
divine spirit, and that by angels.*^ But, as in Philo, on the 
basis of the statements in the Old Testament, the ten com- 
mandments are taken in Christianity to be direct prophetic 
revelation from God, that is, what Scripture describes as 
being by the voice of God or what Philo describes as having 
been given by God “in His own person.*’** Thus St. 
Thomas who, unlike Philo, maintains that the Mosaic Law, 
because of its imperfection, was given through angels,*® still 
admits, with regard to the ten commandments, that “God 
himself is said to have given the precepts of the ten command- 
ments to the people” and that the knowledge of them “man 
has from God himself.” *'f In the Koran, too, only two 
modes of prophecy are mentioned, one by the Holy Spirit 
and the other by the angel Gabriel. These two, moreover, 
are identified by the commentators on the Koran,*® as well 
as by Moslem philosophers.*’ But later Moslem tradition 
holds that “at the time of the Mi'raj, or night ascent into 
heaven, God spoke to the prophet without the intervention 
of an angel,” “ thus corresponding to the manner of the reve- 
lation of God to the entire people on Mount Sinai or to 
Moses also on other occasions, which kind of prophecy is 
described by Philo as having been communicated by God 
“in His own person.” Sometimes it is said that not only to 
Mohammed on the night of the ascension to heaven but 

*3 I Cor. 12: lo-ii; Eph. 3: 5, 

Matt, i; 20; Luke i: ii, 13; Acts 10: 3 ff.; 27; 23; Rev. i; i. 

*5 DecaL 33, 175; cf. above, p. 36. 

** Sum, ThcoL I, II, 98, 3 c. 

*7 Ibid., 100, 3 c. 

See notes on Surah 2:81 and 17:87, in Rodwell's translation of the Koran. 

*5 Cf. Alfarabi, Fusils al-Hikam, § 28; A"sdcenna, NajaSy p. 500, U. 4 and 9. 

E. Sell, ^he Faith of Islamy 3d ed., 1907, p, 60, referring to the Mudarij aU 
Nabiiwah\ cf. also F. A. Klein, the Religion of Islamy 1906, p. 6, referring to Suyuti, 
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also to Moses God spoke directly without an intermediary.” 
In mediaeval Jewish philosophy, Judah ha-Levi mentions 
the voice of God and the Holy Spirit and angels as descrip- 
tions of various modes of prophecy” and so does also 
Maimonides.®* 

As to what in these three groups of religious philosophies 
was meant by angels, it differed according to the different 
conceptions of angels maintained by the individual philoso- 
phers in each of these three groups of philosophy As for 
the Holy Spirit, in Christianity it is generally taken to be a 
real incorporeal being; in Islam, with its identification with 
Angel Gabriel, it is part of the problem of angels; in Judaism, 
there is a difference of opinion about it. Judah ha-Levi, for 
instance, considers it as a real incorporeal being; Maimon- 
ides, on the other hand, seems to take it either as a descrip- 
tion of the ^ft of prophecy in general ** or as a description of 
the first two of his eleven stages of prophecy.*^ Directly 
under the influence of Philo, through a condensed Arabic 
translation of his De Decalogo, is the explanation in Arabic 
Jewish philosophy of the voice of God which was heard at 
the revelation on Mount Sinai as a voice created by God in 
some miraculous way, called the created voice or sound («/- 
saui al-makhluq)*^ An echo of this conception of the voice, 
though it is a question whether it was eternal or created, is 
to be found in Arabic philosophy when that kind of proph- 
ecy {al-u)aJ}y) which is said to come directly from the angel 
without any intermediary {wasitah) is described as being in 

“ Cf. E. Sell, op. cit., p. 187, quoting Muhammad al-Birkawi. 

*■ Cuzari, II, 4; IV, 3; I, 89. 

« Moreh Nebukim 1 , 65; II, 33, 34, 45 (i) and (ii). 

Cf. above, I, 418-419. 

“ Cuzari II, 4. 

Moreh Nebukim 1 , 40. 

“t Ibid. II, 45 (i and a). 

Moreh Nebukim I, 65; II, 33; cf. Cuzari I, 89. 
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the strict sense of the term “ word ” or “ speech ” {kalam) and 
this “word” or “speech” is described as being conceived 
by the prophet as “audible voices or sounds” {aswat 
masmu‘ 

As in Philo, so also in Christian, Moslem, and Jewish phi- 
losophy there is mention of certain qualifications which are 
required for prophecy. Whether natural and intellectual 
perfection is required is a matter of controversy, but it is gen- 
erally agreed that moral conduct is a required condition. In 
Christianity, the question is formally raised by St. Thomas 
“whether a good life is requisite for prophecy” and, while 
he does not consider a disposition to goodness as a necessary 
requisite, he maintains that an evil life and the practice of 
evil are an obstacle to prophecy.*® In Islam, Ibn Khaldun 
says that “even before inspiration prophets have a good and 
pure disposition and turn away from blameworthy things 
and uncleanness generally.” ** In Judaism, Maimonides in- 
sists upon moral perfection as one of the requirements of 
prophecy.*® But whatever requirements are set up for 
prophecy, it is generally assumed, as in Philo, that prophecy 
ultimately comes to man as a divine gift. In the New Testa- 
ment, prophecy is enumerated among the gifts (xopto-juara) 
of the Spirit,** and St. Thomas argues to prove that “proph- 
ecy strictly so called cannot be from nature, but only from 
divine revelation” *•♦ or “through the gift {ex done) of the 
Holy Spirit.” ** In Islam, the Ikhwan al-Safa speak of 
prophecy and inspiration as “a gift {muhabdfi) from God” *® 


Alfarabi, Fusus aUEikam^ § 46. 

3® Sum, S^heoL 11 , II, 17a, 4, 

3 * Muqaddtmahy Lc*y Arabic, p. 146, 11 . 14-16; French, p. 186; Macdonald, op, ctt.^ 


P-47* 


3a Moreh Nebukim II, 32 (3). 34 Sum. ^heol. II, II, 172, i c. 

33 I Cor. 12: 4 and 10. 3s Xhid.^ Contra. 

3® Cf. Dieterici, op. cit.^ Arabic, p. 521, 1. 6; German, p. 99, 
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and Ibn Khaldun says of prophecy that “God has chosen 
{istafa) from mankind certain individuals whom He has 
favored with the privilege (Jaddalahum) of conversing with 
Him.” In Jewish philosophy, Maimonides insists that 
prophecy depends on the “divine will.” The question 
whether prophecy is confined to Jews, concerning which, as 
we have seen, Philo believed that some types of prophecy are 
open to non-Jews and one type, that of the revelation of the 
Law, is open only to Jews, is answered in Christian, Moslem, 
and Jewish philosophy in different ways. Among the Church 
Fathers, Justin Martyr takes prophecy to have been con- 
fined to Jews and then transferred to Christians.*’ St. 
Augustine, however, maintains that before Christian times 
there had been also non-Jewish prophets.**® In Islam, among 
the names of the twenty-eight prophets which are said to 
occur in the Koran some are those of non-Jews.^* In me- 
diaeval Jewish philosophy, Maimonides refers to Scripture 
and tradition as to the existence of prophets before Moses, 
mentioning “Shem, Eber, Noah, Methuselah, and Enoch,” 
though he qualifies the function of these prophets by the 
statement that “of these none said to any portion of man- 
kind that God sent him to them and commanded him to 
convey to them a certain message or to prohibit or to com- 
mand a certain thing.” ^ In another place he mentions 
other non-Jewish prophets, such as Job and Balaam,^* 
though, again, he places them, together with some Jewish 

Muqaddimah^ Lc,y Arabic, p. 165, U. 6-7; French, p. 184; Macdonald, op, cit,^ 
P-47- 

3* Moreh Nebukim II, 32 (3). 

39 Dialogus cum ^ry phone y 82. 

De Cimtate Dei XVIII, 47. 

Such as Jethro, Job, Balaam or Aesop, and Alexander the Great. Cf. T. P. 
Hughes, J Dictionary of Islamy under “Prophet.” 

Moreh Nebukim II, 39. 

^3 Ibid, II, 45. 
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prophets, in the second of his eleven stages of prophecy. 
Even Judah ha-Levi, who is generally taken to confine 
prophecy to Jews, may mean, according to our interpreta- 
tion, as does Philo, that only a certain special higher type of 
prophecy is confined to Jews, whereas other types of prophecy 
are open also to non- Jews. 

In his grand assault upon traditional philosophy Spinoza, 
in disagreement with all religious philosophers in the past 
ever since Philo, denies that the prophets of the Old Testa- 
ment attained a knowledge of what were usually called in- 
tellectual virtues. “Thus,” he says, “he who supposes to 
gain wisdom and a knowledge of natural and spiritual things 
from the prophetic books completely mistakes his way,” 
for the Bible “has nothing in common with philosophy.” 
The prophets, according to him, taught only what used to 
be called moral and practical virtues, for “ the mind of the 
prophet was disposed only to what was right and good.” 

Like all his predecessors ever since Philo, he finds in Scrip- 
ture three modes of prophecy; (i) by the “words” {verba)** 
or the “voice” {vox) of God;'** (a) through “images” 
{imagines) or “angel” {angelus)\^'‘ (3) by the “spirit of 
God” {spiritus Dei).*^ Of these three terms, the first and 
second are taken by him, as they were by his predecessor, to 
have sometimes meant in Scripture a “voice” and an 

This question as well as the question of the meaning of the Holy Spirit, angels 
and the voice of God and also the question of the qualifications for prophecy are 
discussed by the present writer in ‘‘Hallevi and Maimonides on Prophecy,” Jewish 
Quarterly Review^ N.S., 3a (194a), 345'"37o; 33 (194a), 49 ~ 8 ^i- 

45 ^ractatus Theologico^PoliticuSy ch, a {ppera, ed. Gebhardt), p. 29, IL 19-31. 

4^ IMd.^ Praefatio (p. 10, 1. 17), 

47 Ihid.y ch. 2 (p. 31, 11. 30-31). 

48 Utd,^ ch, I (p. 17, 1. 10). 

49 Ibid, (p- 17, 1. 16); cf, p. 21, 1. 9: vox Bet, 

5® Ibid, (p. 19, 11. 24-25); cf. p. 17, 1. ii; figura^ imago, 

^ Ibid, (p. 21, 11. 27-28). 
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“angelj” or rather “words” and “appearances/’ which 
were “real {verae) to the imagination of the prophet who 
heard or saw them.” ** The third of these terms, however, 
the .spirit of God, is taken by him, as it is by Maimonides, 
never to have meant anything real.” ** Again, unlike Philo 
and the other religious philosophers, and especially Maimon- 
ides, who considered prophecy by the voice of God, which 
was peculiar to the prophecy of Moses, as an immediate form 
of communication from God, he considers that form of com- 
munication also as being through an intermediary, and 
hence, according to him, even Moses had no immediate 
communication with God.” 

In opposition to those of his predecessors, especially 
Maimonides,*® who required intellectual perfection as a con- 
dition of prophecy, he maintains that “in order to prophesy 
there is no need of a peculiarly perfect mind but rather of a 
peculiarly vivid imagination.” ** This, on the whole, is a 
restatement in his own terms, with some essential modifica- 
tions, of the view of Maimonides. But unlike Maimonides, 
who says that in the case of Moses “he did not receive 
prophetic inspiration through the medium of the imagina- 
tive faculty, but directly through the intellect,*® he main- 
tains that even the prophecy of Moses was not without the 
aid of the imagination.** While admitting that the prophets 
“could indisputably perceive much that is beyond the 
boundary of the intellect, for many more ideas can be con- 
structed from words and images than from the principles and 

» Ibid. (p. 17, 11. ia-13). 

» Ibid. (p. 27, 11. 24-27). 

Ibid. (p. 20, 1. l2-p. 21, 1. 12). 

® Moreh Nebukim II, 32 (3). 

s* Tiractatus ^heolopco-Politieus, ch. i (p. 21, 11. 25-26). 

sj Moreh Nebukim II, 36. 

*• Ibid. llractatus fheobgico-Politteus, ch. i (p. 21, 11. 23-24). 
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notions on which the whole fabric of reasoned knowledge is 
reared,” still he maintains, in opposition to all the religious 
philosophers who preceded him, that “prophetic knowledge 
is inferior {cedit) to natural knowledge.” This is in direct 
opposition to the statement of St. Thomas that “prophecy 
pertains to a knowledge that is above [supra . . . existit) 
natural reason.” ** Reflecting the view of Maimonides that 
all the other prophets differed from Moses in that they 
prophesied only periodically,** which in its turn is analogous 
to a view expressed by Philo, he says of all the prophets, 
including Moses, that “inasmuch as imagination is fleeting 
and inconstant, we find that the power of prophecy did not 
remain with a prophet for long.” ** 

The question whether prophecy was confined to Jews or 
was open also to non-Jews, on which religious philosophers 
ever since Philo expressed an opinion, is discussed also by 
Spinoza in its wider aspect as part of the problem of the 
“vocation of the Hebrews.” ** Trying to show that the 
doctrine of the selection of Israel has no basis in Scripture, he 
argues, evidently with an eye to the passage quoted above 
from Maimonides,*’ that “although from the sacred histories 
of the Old Testament it is not evident that . . . any gentile 
prophet was expressly sent by God to the nations ... it 
suffices . . . that we find in the Old Testament gentiles, and 
uncircumcised, as Noah, Enoch, Abimelech, Balaam, etc., 

lUd. (p. a8, 11. aa-a5). 

Ibid.y ch. a (p. 30, 11. 33-33). 

Sum. thtol. II, II, 171, a c. 

^ Mishnth forah: Yesode ho-Yorah VII, 6; Introducdon to Commentary on 
Mithnah, Sanhedrin X, Principle 7. 

Sj>ee. IV, 8, 49; Gig. 7, a8; cf. 5, 19; Immut. i, a; Gig. 11, 47-49; cf. above, p. 
33 - 

*5 Traetatus YheaUpeo-Politicus, ch. i (p. ap, U. a- 4 ). 

* ch. 3. 

March Neiukim II, 39; cf. above, p. 67. 
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exercising prophetic gifts.” But as against this, Spinoza 
says, “that the Pharisees, however, vehemently contend for 
the contrary view, maintaining that the divine gift was 
peculiar to their nation” and that “the principal passage in 
Scripture which they cite, by way of conforming their 
theory with authority, is Exodus 33:16, where Moses says. 
Tor wherein now shall it be known that I have found grace 
in Thy sight, I and Thy people ? is it not in that Thou goest 
with us, so that we are distinguished, I and Thy people, from 
all the people that are upon the face of the earth?’ from 
which verse they would infer that Moses asked God that He 
should be present to the Jews and should reveal himself to 
them prophetically; further, that He should grant this favor 
to no other nation.” The “Pharisees” to whom he con- 
tributes this interpretation of the verse is Johanan bar 
Nappaha, a Palestinian Amora of the third century after the 
Christian era, who reports it in the name of Jose [ben 
Zimra], another Palestinian Amora of the second century.^® 
This homily, however, does not deny prophecy to gentiles; 
it merely states that Moses prayed for the withdrawal of 
prophecy from gentiles. Elsewhere the withdrawal of 
prophecy is assumed by the rabbis, but it is explained by 
them to have been caused by the evil conduct of the greatest 
of the gentile prophets, Balaam.''"^ This particular homily 
which attributes the withdrawal of prophecy from gentiles 
to a prayer of Moses may have originated as a polemic 
against Christians who at the time of the author of this 
homily still claimed the gift of prophecy for themselves, and 
even for those who were of gentile birth. 

Tractatus ^heologico^PoltticuSj ch. a (p. 50, 1 . 35-p. 51, 1 . 6). 

^ Ibid.y ch. 3 (p. 53, 11 . 9-22). 

Berakot^ii, 

Numbers Rabbahy 20 , i; Tanhumay Baldly § i; cf. L. Ginzberg, The Legends of 
the Jewsy III, 355; VI, 124 , n. 726. 
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The fundamental departure of Spinoza from traditional 
philosophy is his denial of the view held ever since Philo 
that the prophecy of the Old Testament was of divine 
origin. “All natural knowledge/’ he says, “may be called 
prophecy.” Prophecy indeed may be called “divine,” but 
only in the same sense that any natural phenomenon can be 
called divine.'^* But prophets have no “superhuman minds” 
and their “sensations and consciousness” are not different 
from ours."^^ Indeed, he admits that the prophets of the 
past may have, with their vivid imagination, perceived 
“much that is beyond the boundary of the intellect” and 
he confesses that he does not know how to explain that by 
“laws of nature,” but he is quite certain that prophecy 
does not come in a miraculous way from God. Inasmuch, 
therefore, as he considers prophetic knowledge as being 
knowledge based upon imagination, in his classification of 
the sources of knowledge he would not put it as the high- 
est kind of knowledge but rather as the lowest, though in 
restating what he believed to be the genuine New Testa- 
ment teaching,^* he maintains that the prophecy of Jesus, 
unlike that of Moses, was without the aid of the imagination; 
it was a revelation “truly and adequately” and “immedi- 
ately” perceived,^® thus corresponding to what Spinoza 
himself calls the third class of knowledge, or intuitive 
knowledge. 

^ractatus ^heologico-PoUHcus, ch. I (p. 15, 11. 18-19). 

^ /3/i/.(p.i5,lL 25-31). 

w Ihid, (p. 16, 11. 2-5). 

Ibid. (p. 28, 1. 22); cf. above, p. 69. 

Ibid, (p. 28, 11. 7-8). 

77 Ethics II, Prop. 40, Schol. 2; Short treatise II, i; II, 4, § 9; Tractatus de Intel- 
lectus Emendatione^ § 19. 

78 Iractatus Theologico^PoUticus, ch. i (p. 21, 11. 15-16). 

79 Ibtd.y ch. I (p. 21, 11. 23-24), ch. 4 (pp. 64, 1. 16-65, 1, 2). 



CHAPTER X 


PROOFS OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 

In our search for God, says Philo, two principal questions 
arise, “one is whether the Deity exists . . . the other is what 
the Deity is in essence,” and while the second question, he 
says, is “perhaps impossible to solve,” “to answer the first 
question does not need much labor.” * Why not much labor 
is required to establish the existence of God is explained by 
Philo himself in the words which he makes Moses say to God; 
“That Thou art and dost subsist, of this the world has been 
my teacher and guide.” * Elsewhere, however, Philo qualifies 
this statement by saying that God in so far as His existence 
is taught by the world is “more easily conceived by the mind 
than made known by verbal demonstration.” * This prob- 
ably reflects Plato’s statement that “the Maker and Father 
of this all it is a hard task to find and, having found Him, it 
is impossible to declare Him to all men,” •* which statement 
Philo evidently takes to refer to the existence of God rather 
than to His essence,® and, in opposition to it, maintains that 
to declare the existence of God to others by verbal demon- 
stration is not impossible but only less easy a task than 
merely to find it for oneself, that is, merely to conceive it 
in one’s own mind. But still, while to prove the existence of 
God to the satisfaction of others by verbal demonstration is 
less easy a task than one would like it to be, Philo does not 
shrink from undertaking that task. The manner in which 
the existence of God may be demonstrated from the con- 

* Sfec. I, 6, 32. 5 Post. 48, 167. 

» IHd, I, 8, 41. mrnaeus 28 o. 

s Cf. below, p. 113, for various interpretations of dus passage byChurcbFathers, 
who take it to refer to the essence of God. 
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templation of the world is either fully stated or briefly alluded 
to by Philo in several places in his writings. Four such ar- 
guments are advanced by him, three cosmological and one 
teleological. To these, as we shall see, he adds also what may 
be called a nascent ontological argument. 

One of Philo’s arguments is based upon the premise that 
the world came into being, supplemented by the principle 
that nothing comes into being without a cause. It is modeled 
after Plato’s argument in the 'timaeuSi which reads: “All 
that comes to be must needs be brought into being by some 
cause, for without a cause it is impossible for anything to 
come to be.” * As restated by Philo, this argument reads 
that “the world has come into being and assuredly it has 
derived its existence from some cause.” ^ The principle of 
causality upon which this Platonic argument is based is 
alluded to by Philo in his explanation that the scriptural 
description of the “earth,” by which is meant the “world of 
our senses,” as God’s “footstool” in the verse “the heaven 
is my throne and the earth is my footstool” * is “to show 
that not in that which comes into existence is to be found 
the cause which brought it into existence.” ’ The implication 
of this statement is that if anything has come into existence 
there must be a cause that has brought it into existence 
and that that cause must be distinct from its effect. 

A second argument for the existence of God is alluded to 
by him in his refutation of Aristotle’s view that the world 
is eternal and that God is only the cause of the motion of 
the world. In that refutation of Aristotle, Philo says that 
Moses, because he “had been divinely instructed in the 
greater and most essential things of nature, could not fail to 
recognize that in existing things there must be an active 


* *^tmaeus 28 a. 
’ Fug, 2, 12, 


* Isa. 66: i. 

9 Conf, 21, 98. 
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cause and a passive object and that the active cause is the 
thoroughly unmixed and thoroughly unadulterated mind of 
the universe.” ” In our discussion of this passage in the 
chapter on Philo’s theory of the creation of the world, we 
have shown that it contains an argument from Aristotle’s own 
proof for the existence of God from the eternity of motion 
against his view that God is only the cause of the motion of 
the world and not of its existence.** The inference to be 
drawn from this passage then is that even on the Aristotelian 
assumption of the eternity of the world there is proof for the 
existence of a god who as the immovable mover of the world 
is also the cause of its existence. Allusions to the Aristotelian 
proof from motion are also to be found in his description of 
God as the “moving cause” {kivovv aXriof')” and more especi- 
ally as the immovable mover, which is expressed by him in 
such statements as that God “who moves and turns all else 
is himself immovable and unalterable,”** or that “the 
strangest thing of all is that, whereas the stars as they go 
pkst moving objects are themselves in motion, God who 
outstrips them all, remains standing still ” *“* or that God 
“moves the whole composition of the world, not by means 
of his legs, for He is not of the form of a man, but by show- 
ing His unalterable and unchangeable nature.” ** 

A third argument, described by him as an argvunent “from 
the world and its constituent parts and the powers subsist- 
ing in these” and ascribed by him to “those whose phi- 
losophy is reputed the best” is what came to be known as 
the teleological argument. By the time of Philo this argu- 

" Opt/. 2, 8. 

” Cf. above, I, 295-297. ^ 9, 28. 

** 2, 8. 6, 19. 

*5 MuU 7, 54. Cf. discussion of reading of text in Wendland and in Colson ad 
loc. But whatever the reading, the meaning is quite clear that God is an immov- 
able mover. ** Leg* AIL III, 32, 97. 
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ment already had a long tradition dating back to Plato, the 
early writings of Aristotle, and the Stoics. In Plato this 
argument is described as an argument from “the earth 
and the sun and the stars and the universe and the fair 
order of the seasons and the division of them into years and 
months.” Aristotle is reported to have said in one of his 
early writings that men derived their conception of God 
“from celestial phenomena also, for when they beheld the 
sun circling round in the day-time, and by night the orderly 
motions of the other stars, they supposed some God to be 
the cause of such motion and orderliness.”*® Among the 
Stoics, Cleanthes is reported to have said that one of the 
causes which led men to the idea of God is “the uniformity of 
motion, the revolutions of the heavens, the grouping of the 
sun, and moon, and all the stars, their serviceableness, 
beauty and order, the mere appearance of which things would 
be sufficient indication that they were not the result of 
chance.” *’ This argument, like the Platonic argument from 
creation, is also based upon the principle of causality, the 
contention being that without a cause such an order could 
not have come to be. In support of this contention, the 
analogy of the products of human art is introduced. “Just 
as a man going into a house, or gymnasium, or market- 
place, would find it impossible, when he saw the plan, and 
scale, and arrangements of everything, to suppose that those 
things came into being uncaused,” so in the case of the 
world “it is much more inevitable that he should conclude 
that such great operations of nature are directed by some 
intelligence.” ” In Philo’s restatements of this argument, the 

*7 Laws X, 886 a; cf. XII, 966 e. 

** Fragment of his De Phtlosophia (Bekker, 1476a, 5-9) from Sextus, Aduersus 
Physicos I, aa; cf. also 1476a, 34'-b, ii, from Cicero’s De Natura Deorum II, 37, 95. 

Cicero, De Natura Deorum II, 5, 15 (Arnim, I, 528). 

« Ibid. 
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description of the orderly processes of nature, in which one 
is to find evidence for the existence of God, refers similarly 
to the spheres and planets and stars, but also to the elements 
and animal beings and plants underneath the spheres.^ Like 
the Stoics he brings into his argument the analogy of arti- 
ficial things; “Should a man see a house carefully con- 
structed with a gateway, colonnades, men’s quarters, wo- 
men’s quarters, and the other buildings, he will get the idea 
of the artificer, for he will be of the opinion that the house 
never reached that completeness without the skill of the 
craftsman; and in like manner in the case of a city and a 
ship and every smaller or greater construction.” “ 

Of these three arguments, the second, the Aristotelian 
argument, as we have seen, is used by Philo to prove not 
only the existence of a God but the existence of a God of 
a special kind. Like Aristotle, he finds that argument to 
prove that God is “the thoroughly unmixed and thoroughly 
unadulterated mind of the universe,” that is to say. He is 
a purely incorporeal being, but, unlike Aristotle, he finds it 
to prove that God is not only a cause of motion but also a 
cause of existence. Similarly the first argument, the Pla- 
tonic, is used by him in its strictly Platonic sense as a proof 
for the existence of a creator who is incorporeal and exists 
outside the things created by him. This may be inferred 
from his restatement of the principle of causality upon which 
this argument is based, wherein he emphasizes that the 

“ Leg. All. Ill, 3a, 99; spec. I, 6, 34. 

” Leg. All. Ill, 3a, 98; Spec. I, 6, 33. Cf. Genesis Rabbah 39, i: “It is like unto 
a man who was traveling from place to place when he saw a mansion all lighted up. 
He wondered: Is it conceivable that the mansion is without a caretaker? There- 
upon the master of the mansion looked out and said to him: I am the master of 
the mansion and its caretaker. Similarly, because Abraham our father wondered: 
Is it conceivable that the world is without a caretaker? Thereupon the Holy One, 
blessed be He, looked at him and said; I am the master of the universe and its 
caretaker.” 
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cause which brings a thing into existence is not to be found 
in that which comes into existence.** But as for the third 
argument, the teleological, in the restatement of which, as we 
have seen, Philo follows Stoic sources, there is nothing to 
show that he does not use it in its original Stoic limited 
sense to prove the existence of a God against those who 
denied His existence, irrespective of the problem whether 
that God is immanent in the world, as is maintained by the 
Stoics, or not, as is maintained by Philo himself. 

But then Philo has a fourth argument, which, according 
to his own statement, is directed against those whom he 
describes as Chaldeans and who are presented by him as be- 
lieving that the physical universe “either is itself God or 
contains God in itself as the soul of the whole.” This, as 
we have seen, is a restatement of the Stoic conception of 
God in its two common versions.** But this argument 
which by his own statement is directed against the Stoics is 
made up, as we shall try to show, of two Stoic arguments 
which, combined by him so as to form two parts of one 
argument, were turned by him into an argument against the 
Stoics themselves. 

In the first part, Philo begins with an appeal to the so- 
called Chaldeans not to look for evidence for the existence 
of God in the order of the heaven nor even in the order of 
things underneath heaven, such as earth and sea and rivers 
and plants and animals, but to explore themselves and their 
own nature. By observing conditions prevailing in their own 
nature, he says, they wiE discover that within the body 
there is a mind which is distinguished from the latter as 
master from subject, as the animate from the inanimate, as 
the rational from the irrational, as the immortal from the 
mortal and as the better from the worse. From this, he 

Cf, above, n. 9. *4 32, 179. *s Cf. above, I, 176 f. 
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argues, they will gain a knowledge of God and His works, 
for reason will show that as there is a mind in man so is 
there in the universe and as man’s mind governs the body 
so the universal mind or God governs the universe.*® 

Now this first part of the argument is nothing but a 
vague restatement of a Stoic argument for the existence of 
God in the world from the existence of mind in man. This 
argument from the mind occurs in a variety of forms, all but 
one of them based upon the principle of causality, contend- 
ing that there could be no mind in man unless there was a 
mind in the world to cause its coming into existence.*’ Three 
characteristic forms of this argument, one based upon mere 
analogy and two upon causality and all of them attributed 
to Zeno, may be quoted here. They read as follows: (i) “The 
rational is better than the non-rational . . . the intelligent is 
better than the non-intelligent and the animate than the non- 
animate. But nothing is better than the universe. There- 
fore the universe is intelligent and animate.” ** (2) “Noth- 
ing that is inanimate and without reason can generate from 
itself a being that is animate and possessed of reason. The 
universe generates beings that are animate and possessed of 
reason. Therefore the universe is animate and possessed of 
reason.” *** (3) “No part can be sentient where the whole 
is not sentient. But parts of the universe are sentient. 
Therefore the universe is sentient.” In Philo’s reproduc- 
tion of this argument here the expressions “ the animate and 
the inanimate, the rational and the irrational, . . . the bet- 

Migr. 33, i8j-i86. 

’7 Sextus, Adversus Physicos I, 77, 85, 95-104; Cicero, De Natura Deorum II, 
6, 18; 8 , ai-aa; 9, 23-30; 12, 32; 14, 37. 

Sextus, Adversus Physicos 1 , 104; cf. Cicero, De NeUura Deorum, II, 8, 21; III, 
9, 22-23 (Amim, 1 , 1 1 1) ; refutation of this argument in III, 8, 21 (cf. J. B. Mayor’s 
note in his edition on II, 8, 21). 

Cicero, op. ciU, II, 8, 22; Sextus, Adversus Physicos I, loi (Amim, I, II 3 )- 
S' Cicero, loc. cit.’, Sextus, Adversus Physicos I, 85 (Amim, 1 , 114). 
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ter and the worse” would seem to reflect the first of the 
three versions of Zeno’s argument we have reproduced, the 
argument based upon analogy. But when in the conclusion 
of his argument he says that “your reason will show you 
that, as there is mind in you, so is there in the universe,” ** 
his statement does not make it clear whether the inference 
is to be based upon analogy or upon the principle of causal- 
ity. But however that may be, there is nothing in Philo’s 
reproduction of this Stoic argument to prove the existence 
of a God who, unlike the Stoic God, is not to be immanent 
in the world. The argument so far merely proves, as is con- 
tended by the Stoics, that as there is a mind within man so 
there must be a mind within the world. 

Philo was evidently aware of this limitation of the Stoic 
argument which he has so far reproduced, and therefore he 
does not stop with it. After he has shown, on the basis of 
the Stoic argument, that there must be a mind in the uni- 
verse, he proceeds to show, in opposition to the Stoics, but, 
again, as we shall show, on the basis of another Stoic argu- 
ment, that that mind of the universe, unlike the mind of 
man, is not immanent in the body of the universe. This new 
supplementary argument reasons again from the mind of 
man, and is based upon two kinds of experience of the human 
mind: first, that of divination respecting future events which 
may take place in dreams, and, second, that of philosophic 
inspiration which may take place in waking hours.®* Now 
the experience of divination, whether in dreams or in waking 
hours, is used both in the early writings of Aristotle and 
by the Stoic Cleanthes ** either as an explanation of how 

-Mgr. 33, 1 85. 

^ Ibid*y 1 86 , 

Migr, 34, 190-191. 

34 Sextus, Adversus Physicos I, 20-21. The reference is to Aristotle’s Be Philo- 
Sophia (Bekker, 1475b, 37). 3s Cicero, Be Natura Beorum II, 5, 13. 
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men arrived at a belief in the existence of God or as a proof 
for the existence of God. Similarly the experience of philo- 
sophic inspiration is used by Plato as a description of the 
state of mind during which man becomes aware of the ex- 
istence of the ideas.®® Combining these two kinds of ex- 
perience, Philo uses them as an argument against the Stoics 
to prove that the mind of the universe, whose existence has 
already been established from the existence of a mind in 
man must, unlike the mind of man, abide always outside the 
body of the universe. 

This argument, which forms the second part of Philo’s 
fourth argument, is based upon the contention that even the 
human mind occasionally exists apart from the human body 
and consequently, it concludes, whatever is true of the 
human body occasionally must be true of God all the time. 
The argument may be restated as follows. 

In the case of divination experienced in dreams, argues 
Philo, “the mind quits its place and, withdrawing from the 
perceptions and all other bodily faculties, begins to turn 
itself about and to consider the object of its thought (roi^- 
/iara) clearly by itself, then, looking into the liver as into a 
mirror, it sees clearly every one of the intelligible objects 
{vorjTwv) . . . and, being content with all its visions, it 
prophesies future events by dreams.” Similarly in the 
case of philosophic possession, “when the mind, possessed 
by some philosophic speculation, is drawn by it, then it fol- 
lows this, and necessarily forgets all other things which con- 
cern its corporeal abode ... so that no object of sense- 
perception may bedim the eye of the soul, to which God has 
given the power to see things intelligible (yoriri.).” By the 
intelligible things (poijrd) in both these passages, I take it. 

Spec. 1 , 39, 219. Cf. Arnim, II, 1196-1206. 
35 Migr. 34, 19 1. Cf. Fhaedrus 249 b-d. 


^ Phaedrus 249 b-d. 
37 Migr, 34, 190. 
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Philo means not merely concepts of thought but rather real 
incorporeal beings, the ideas or, as he calls them also, pow- 
ers. Thus the human mind in our experiences of true dreams 
and philosophic inspiration divests itself from our body and 
from sense-perception and, divorced from these, sees the 
intelligible beings in their nakedness as they exist apart 
from matter.'** Now, concludes Philo in his argument, if our 
mind can on certain occasions have an existence apart from 
our body, how much more so is it reasonable to assume that 
God, who is the mind of the universe, dwells outside of all 
material nature, that He contains everything and is not con- 
tained by anything, and that He goes forth beyond things not 
only by His thought alone, as man does, but also by His 
essential nature, as befits God.^ Thus by the analogy of the 
human mind Philo has established, in opposition to the 
Stoics, that God is immaterial and is not immanent in the 
world. But this analogy, he wants to show, is not perfect. 
The mind is only on certain extraordinary occasions di- 
vested of the body; in its normal state it exists within the 
body; but God is always outside the world; He penetrates 
the world only through His powers.'** To point out this 
difference, and to give a reason for it, he adds the following 
statement. “For our mind has not created the body, but is 
the workmanship of Another, and it is therefore contained 
in the body as in a vessel; but the Mind of the universe has 
brought the universe into existence, and the maker of a 
thing is superior to the thing made, so that it could not be 
included in its inferior; nor indeed would it be fitting that a 
father should be contained in a son, but rather that a son 
should attain full growth under the father’s care.” ** In this 
last statement, then, -with the help of an analogy of artificial 

Following the reading tv/xpA as in Colson. 35, 19a. 

193. a 3 Cf. above, 1 , 326 ^ Migr. 35, 193, 
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craftsmanship and natural procreation, he turns the Platonic 
argument for the existence of God from creation into an argu- 
ment against the Stoics, showing that the latter are wrong in 
assuming that God is immanent in the world. 

All these four arguments are arguments from causality- 
intermingled with analogies of artificial things. The argu- 
ments from creation and from the perfection of the universe 
are expressly described by him as being based upon the 
principle of causality. The Aristotelian argument, we know, 
is in its original form based upon the principle of causality. 
As for the argument from the mind, we have shown, it is 
based either upon the analogy of the universe to man or upon 
the principle of causality, in the latter case arguing that 
there could be no mind in man unless there was a mind in 
the world conceived as the cause of the mind in man. All 
these arguments, therefore, are derived from things in the 
world, reasoning from effect to cause or from analogy. 

As distinguished from this method of pro-ving the exist- 
ence of God from the world, Philo mentions another method. 
This other method as well as its difference from the first 
method is described by him in a passage which immediately 
follows his description of the teleological argument. In that 
passage he distinguishes between two types of mind; first, a 
mind which gains its knowledge of God “from created 
things, as one may learn the substance from the shadow,” 
and second, a mind which, “having risen above and beyond 
creation, obtains a clear vision (ikiMf>a<Tiv hapyij) of the un- 
created One, so as from Him to apprehend himself and also 
His shadow, that is to say, to apprehend also the Logos 
and this world.” As exponents of these two types of mind 

« Leg. All. Ill, 33, 100. The term “shadow,” it will be noticed, is used in the 
first part of this passage as referring to this world and in the latter part as referring 
both to this world and the Logos. Previously (31, § 96) Philo uses it only with 
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he takes Moses and Bezalel. “The former,” he says, “re- 
ceives the clear vision of God directly from the first cause 
himself, whereas the latter discerns the Artificer, as it were 
from a shadow, from created things, by virtue of a process of 
reasoning” and, again, “Moses has God for instructor . . . 
but Bezalel is instructed by Moses.” The scriptural proof- 
text in the case of Moses is the verse which in Hebrew reads 
“Make known to me Thy way, that I may know Thee” but 
which in the Septuagint reads “Reveal thyself to me, that 
I may see Thee with knowledge.” •** Quoting this verse from 
the Septuagint, Philo paraphrases it as follows: “For I would 
not that Thou shouldst be manifested to me by means of 
heaven or earth or water or air or any created thing at all, nor 
would I find Thy way {ISiav)*^ reflected in aught else than in 
Thee who art God, for the reflections in created things are 
dissolved, but those in the Uncreated will continue abiding 
and sure and eternal.” This gift of having a clear vision 
of God is, however, not confined to Moses; it is open to all 
Israel. The name “Israel,” according to Philo, means “seeing 
God ” s* and the people of Israel are described by him as 
“those who are members of that race endowed with vision 
(6paTi/c6p)” ** or as those to whose lot it has fallen “to see 
the best, that is the Truly Existing.” And not only Israel 
but all virtuous men may be seeing God. “What among all 
the blessings which the virtues give can be more perfect than 
the sight (ISeip) of the Absolutely Existing?” S'* And “What 

102. 

*“1 Ibid, Exod. 33; 13. 

I take the term l^ka here as a translation of the ori^nal Hebrew word “thy 
way*” 

Leg, All, III, 33, loi. 

^ Fug, 38, 208; Conf, 20, 92; Hires 15, 78; Mut, 12, 82; Sotnn, II, 26, 173; Ahr, 

sr 

s* Immut, 30, 144. 

S 3 Congr, 10, 51. SA Ebr. 20, 83. 
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garland more fitting for its purpose or of richer flowers could 
be woven for the victorious soul than the power which will 
enable him to behold the Existent with clear vision (d^vSep- 
Kus) ? ” 

On the whole, this distinction between the two methods of 
knowing God and with God also the Logos reflects the dis- 
tinction made by Philo himself between the two kinds of 
knowledge of the mind, one that is indirectly derived from 
sense-perception and another which is directly derived from 
God by revelation and prophecy. These two kinds of knowl- 
edge, as we have shown, correspond to two similar kinds of 
knowledge of mind which is found in Plato, with the only 
difiference that, in the case of the direct kind of knowledge, 
Philo substitutes prophecy for Plato’s dialectic and recollec- 
tion.®'* The vocabulary in which this distinction between 
these two kinds of knowledge is couched here by Philo re- 
flects the vocabulary used by Plato in his parable of the cave. 
His statement that one type of mind arrives at a knowledge 
of God “ as one may learn the abiding thing (rd n&ov) from 
the shadow (a-Kias)” reflects Plato’s view that the indirect 
kind of knowledge of the mind, by which one may develop 
the arts and sciences, ultimately rests upon the shadows 
(a-Kial) which one may perceive by the senses while yet in the 
cave.®* His description of the other type of mind as that 
which “rising above creation obtains a clear vision of the 
uncreated one” ®*' reflects Plato’s description of direct cog- 
nition or nous as a power in the soul which enables it, in its 
ascent {h-i.vodos) above the subterranean cave, to rise to the 
vision (diav) of the ideas.®" 

The verse from which, in the passage quoted, Philo infers 

K Mut, 12, 82. Republic VII, 514 a ff,; 532 b; cf. above, p. 7. 

56 Cf. above, pp. 7-1 1. Leg. AIL III, 33, 100. 

5 7 Leg. All. Ill, 33, 100. Republic VII, 532 a~c. 
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that Moses’ knowledge of God was direct and not from the 
world, is verse 13 in Expdus, Chapter 33, which, as quoted 
by him from the Septuagint, reads, as we have seen, “ Reveal 
thyself to me, that I may see Thee with knowledge.” Sup- 
plementing this prayer, Moses says: “If Thou thyself goest 
not with me, lead me not up hence.” This supplementary 
statement is interpreted by Philo to mean that “Moses prays 
that he may have God himself as guide to the road which 
leads to Him.” This prayer of Moses is granted by God in 
His answer to Moses, “Thou hast found grace in My sight,”®^ 
which is interpreted by Philo to mean that “by His own 
agency alone does the Existent think the exceeding wisdom 
which is found in Moses to be worthy of grace.” In all 
these three passages, both in his discussion of the prayer of 
Moses and in his discussion of God’s answer to Moses’ 
prayer, Philo tries to show that what Moses prayed for was 
that God should reveal himself to him directly and not 
through the created beings in the world, so that God him- 
self would be “the guide to the road which leads to Him,” 
and similarly that God’s answer to him was that Moses was 
worthy of grace by the direct agency of God himself. But 
as to what kind of knowledge of God did Moses pray for, 
whether it was for a knowledge of God’s existence or for a 
knowledge of God’s essence, Philo does not specify it in any 
of these passages. 

But then in verse 18 of the same chapter, according to one 
reading of the Septuagint text, the same prayer of verse 13, 
“Reveal thyself to me,” occurs again, but without the words 
“that I may see Thee with knowledge.” God’s answer to 

Exod, 33: 15* 

Migr. 31, 171. 

Exod. 33: 17, quoted by Philo as *^Thou hast found grace with me” {ImmuU 
24, 109). 

ImmuU 124, no. 
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that second prayer^ in verses 19 — 23, is discussed by Philo 
in several places in his works. In all of them he says that 
Moses prayed for a knowledge of God’s essence and that 
God answered him that only His existence could be known, 
and it could be known only from the world, but that His 
essence could not be known by any created being.®* 

Thus, according to Philo, Moses made two successive 
prayers, one in verse 13 and the other in verse 18. The first 
prayer was for a direct knowledge of God, without specifying 
whether that was a prayer for a direct knowledge of God’s 
existence or for a direct knowledge of God’s essence. God 
granted this prayer of Moses for a direct knowledge of Him, 
again without specifying whether that knowledge was to be 
of His existence or of His essence. The second prayer was 
for a knowledge of God’s essence. This prayer was refused 
by God. From this refusal of a knowledge of the essence of 
God it may be inferred that the granting of the first prayer, 
namely, that of having a direct knowledge of God, refers to 
a direct knowledge of God’s existence and not of His essence. 
Hence, it may be further inferred that, according to Philo, 
there are two modes of arriving at a knowledge of God’s 
existence, a direct and indirect one, and that Moses was 
granted the distinction of having a direct knowledge of God’s 
existence. 

But here a question may arise. What does it mean to have 

^ Post, 5, 15; 48, 169; Fug, 29, 165; Mut, 2, 9; Spec, I, 8, 41-44. Consequently 
when Philo quotes the words “Reveal thyself to me” {Post, 5, 16, cf. 4, 13; Spec. I, 
8, 41) and takes them to be a prayer for the knowledge of God’s essence, the quota- 
tion is not from v. 13 of Exod. 33, as is given in Cohn-Wendland’s and Colson’s edi- 
tions, but rather from v. 18. The quotation “Reveal thyself to me, that I may 
know Thee with knowledge,” in Mut. a, 8, is, as it stands, from v, 13. But inasmuch 
as it is explained to be a prayer for a knowledge of God’s essence, it must undoubt- 
edly be a quotation from v. 18, and the words “that I may know Thee by knowl- 
edge” are undoubtedly a careless addition either by Philo himself or by some 
copyist. 
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a direct knowledge of God’s existence, and how does such a 
knowledge differ from the indirect kind of knowledge ? 

An answer to this question, we shall now try to show, is 
furnished by Philo in two passages. 

First, in one passage Philo tries to explain how Moses has 
arrived at a knowledge of the existence of an active cause 
or God by two methods, “ [i ] because he had early attained 
the very summit of philosophy and [2] because he had been 
instructed by divine revelation in the most numerous and 
most important things of nature.” In this passage, it is 
quite evident, as it is in that passage in which he distin- 
guishes between two types of mind, that Philo enumerates two 
ways by which Moses has arrived at the existence of God: 
first, in his early life, in Egypt, before God revealed himself 
to him, through philosophy, and then, later, after God re- 
vealed himself to him, through prophecy. The latter way is 
described by him as that in which “he had been instructed 
(ivadiSaxdds) by divine revelation,” which corresponds 
exactly to his description of the direct knowledge of God in 
the other passage as that in which “Moses has God for in- 
structor ** The difference then in this passage 

between Moses’ earlier knowledge of God’s existence and 
his later knowledge is that the former. was indirect and the 
latter was direct. Now the later direct knowledge is de- 
scribed by Philo as that in which Moses “had been divinely 
instructed in the greater and most essential part of nature’s 
lore,” from which it may be inferred that the direct knowl- 
edge of the existence of Grod is a knowledge derived from a 
knowledge of nature imparted in him by divine revelation. 
The conclusion to be drawn from this passage, therefore, is 
that both methods by which Moses arrived at a knowledge 

« Opif. 3, 8. « Leg. All. Ill, 33, 103. 

Ibid. Optf. 2, 8. 
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of the existence of God, the indirect and the direct, were 
based upon a knowledge of the world, but that in the in- 
direct method the knowledge of the world was attained by 
philosophy, whereas in the direct method it was attained by 
prophecy. 

The implication of this passage is that the knowledge of 
the existence of God is always based upon the contemplation 
of the world but that such a knowledge, though based upon 
the contemplation of the world, may still be either indirect 
or direct. It is indirect when the knowledge of the world is 
gained by observation and the proof for the existence of God 
is derived therefrom by reasoning; it is direct when the 
knowledge of the world as well as the proof for the existence 
of God derived therefrom come to man by prophecy or reve- 
lation. In the former case, the knowledge of nature is gath- 
ered slowly and painstakingly by observation and experi- 
ence, and the proof for the existence of God is derived, again, 
slowly, syllogistically, from premise through premise to con- 
clusion. In the latter case, however, the knowledge of nature 
is showered upon a person suddenly by divine revelation, and 
similarly the proof of the existence of God derived therefrom 
is flashed upon a person’s mind suddenly, again by divine 
revelation. In the former case, it is what in Philo’s classifi- 
cation of knowledge would be called reason, which is ulti- 
mately based upon sensation; in the latter case, it is what 
would be called prophecy, which is independent of sensation; 
it is a direct knowledge of God’s existence manifesting itself 
in the world when that knowledge of the world is revealed to 
man by God. 

Then, in another passage, which deals with the second 
prayer of Moses, Philo makes Moses say, in explanation of 
this second prayer, and evidently with reference to God’s 
answer to his first prayer that He himself would lead him to 
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a knowledge of His existence, that with regard to the exist- 
ence of God, “the world has been my teacher,” but that 
what he wished to pray for is to understand “what Thou art 
in my essence.” In His answer, God tells him that His 
essence cannot be known to any created being. But then 
God adds: “But I readily and with right good will will ad- 
mit you to a share of what is attainable. That means that 
I bid you come and contemplate the world and its con- 
tents.” From the wording of this statement it is quite evi- 
dent that it is meant to be an answer to Philo’s own state- 
ment: “That Thou art and dost exist, of this the world has 
been my teacher and guide, instructing me as a son might of 
his father and a work of its contriver.” ” God seems to say to 
Moses: Indeed, like all other men, you can arrive at a knowl- 
edge of my existence, indirectly, by means of reason, and 
after a long and laborious process of the study of the world. 
But in your case, because you are deserving of special grace, 
I will myself lead you directly to a knowledge of my exist- 
ence, by revealing to you a knowledge of the most numerous 
and the most important things of nature and by causing you 
to see by means of your prophetic insight clear evidence and 
a clear vision of my existence everywhere in the world. 

It is in this sense, then, that in the passage quoted Philo 
distinguishes between the direct and indirect knowledge of 
the existence of God, the former of which is described by him 
as a “clear vision (2ju^a<ris hapyiis') of the uncreated One.” 
This “clear vision” of God means, as we have tried to show, 
a direct perception of the evidence in nature for the existence 
of God which one may acquire with the help of God by 
means of prophecy and revelation. 

Sp€C* I, S, 41. 

7 * Ibid,^ 44 and 49. 

49. 


w Ibtd.^ 41. 

Leg, AIL III, 33, 100; cf. above, p. 83. 
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It is in this sense also that the expression “to see God ” or 
“the vision of God” is used by him in other passages. In 
one place he says that “it well befits those who have entered 
into comradeship of knowledge to see (ISeiv) the Existent if 
they may, but, if they cannot, to see at any rate His image, 
the most holy Logos, and next to that, the most perfect work 
of all that our senses know, namely, the world. For to phi- 
losophize is nothing else but to desire to see things exactly as 
they are.” In another place, he says that “the central 
Being with each of His powers as His body-guard presents to 
the mind which has vision (ipoTuS) the vision {<f>avTa<rLav) 
sometimes of one, sometimes of three.” Then, speaking of 
the Therapeutae, he says that because they are “a people 
always taught from the first to use their sight,” they “may 
well desire the vision (dias) of the Existent and soar above 
the sun of our senses and never leave their place in this 
company which carries them on to perfect happiness . . . 
until they see (ISwcrt.) the object of their yearning.” Then, 
also, the name “Israel,” whether referring to an individual 
or to the nation, is interpreted by him to mean “seeing 
God.” Students of Philo usually take all those passages 
which speak of the vision of God as referring to a knowl- 
edge of God’s essence and hence they find these passages 
contradictory to Philo’s explicit statements, in his interpreta- 
tion of God’s answer to the second prayer of Moses, that 
God’s essence cannot be known.” But, as we have been 
trying to show, in none of these passages does the seeing 
of God mean having a knowledge of God’s essence, and 
hence they are not contradictory to those passages in which 
a knowledge of the essence of God is said by him to be un- 


Conf. 20, 97. 

7 ^ Abr, 24, 122, 

77 Cont, 2, 11-12. 


7 * PosL 18, 63; Immut. 30, 144. 

79 Cf. Gfrorer, I, 136-137; Zeller, III, 24, 463-464. 
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attainable. Still less is a knowledge of the essence of God 
implied in the passage in which he says concerning the 
mind that “amid its longing to see (ISeiy) Him, pure and 
untempered rays of concentrated light stream forth like a 
torrent, so that by its gleams the eye of the understanding is 
dazzled.” This quite evidently refers to an indirect knowl- 
edge of God’s existence. 

The distinction between a direct and indirect knowledge 
of the existence of God is not new with Philo. Before him 
the Stoics speak of the innateness of the idea of God as a 
direct method of knowing the existence of God as distin- 
guished from all the other methods which are based upon 
arguments reasoning from effects to cause.*' The direct 
method of knowing God may still further be traced, as we 
have already suggested, to Plato’s theory of the recollection 
of the ideas.®* But the new element introduced by Philo into 
his discussion of the proofs of the existence of God, no less 
than into his discussion of the sources of knowledge, is his 
substitution, under the influence of Scripture, of divine reve- 
lation or prophecy for Plato’s theory of the recollection of 
ideas or for the Stoic theory of the innateness of the idea of 
God. 

The arguments for the existence of God used by Philo, 
as we have seen, are not new, though one of them, that from 
divination, has been given by him a new turn. The only new 
element introduced by him into these arguments is his sub- 
stitution of revelation for Plato’s recollection of the ideas 
and the Stoics’ innateness of the idea of God. From now 
on, revelation as a proof of the existence of God is continued 
to be used by all religious philosophers, whether Christian, 
Moslem, or Jewish, even when, under the influence of Stoic 

«• OpiJ. 23, 71. 

Cicero, Be Natura Beorum 1 , 17, 44; II, 4, 12, Cf. above, p. 85. 
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writings, the innateness of the idea of God is reinstated as 
another direct proof. Thus John of Damascus, summarizing 
the views of the Greek Church Fathers, divides all the proofs 
of the existence of God into three types; “ [i ] The knowledge 
that there is a God has been implanted by Him as something 
innate in all men, [2] Then also the creation itself, as well as 
the conservation and government thereof, proclaims the 
majesty of the divine nature, [3 ] Finally, at first through the 
Law and prophets and then through His only begotten Son, 
our Lord and God and Saviour, Jesus Christ, He revealed 
the knowledge of himself to us in accordance with our power 
of comprehension.” Of these three types of proof, the first 
and third may be considered as direct proofs of the exist- 
ence of God, the first being the Stoic proof in its original 
form, except for the attribution of the innateness of the idea 
of God in us to an act of God himself, and the third being 
the Philonic version of the direct proof of the existence of 
God. Out of these direct proofs there developed, in Christian 
philosophy, what came to be known as the ontological proof. 
It is this ontological proof, based upon the premise that God 
can be directly and immediately known, that is used by 
Spinoza in a variety of forms as proof for the existence of 
God. But the immediate knowledge of God, which con- 
stitutes the basis of that proof, whatever it may mean in the 
case of Spinoza, is with him not a knowledge based upon 
revelation.*^ 

De Fide Orthodoxa I, i (PG, 94, 789 8-792 a); cf. I, 3 (793 B-797 a). 

*4 Cf. H. A. Wolfson, ‘the PMlosopky of Spinoza, chapter on “Proofs of the 
Existence of God.” 



CHAPTER XI 


THE UNKNOWABILITY OF GOD AND DIVINE 
PREDICATES 

I. Unity, Incorporeality, Simplicity 

Among the scriptural presuppositions with which he started 
his philosophy Philo mentions explicitly the existence and 
unity of God. He does not include among them the incorpo- 
reality of God. Still throughout his writings the incorporeality 
of God is assumed. He directly describes God as incorporeal 
(ka-iinaros).^ He criticizes those who assign to God a “space” 
(x^pa),® that is to say, those who consider God as a corporeal 
being. He includes among his scriptural presuppositions the 
belief in the existence of “incorporeal ideas” (do-tiparoi 
I8iai),^ with the implication that the God who created the 
ideas is likewise incorporeal. 

This difference in Philo’s treatment of the principles of the 
unity and incorporeality of God reflects a similar difference 
in the treatment of these two principles in Scripture. The 
principle of the unity of God is explicitly stated in Scripture 
in a variety of passages, ranging from the assertion that no 
other god is like God to the assertion that there is none else 
beside the Lord who is God ’ or that all other acclaimed 
deities are no gods or vanities.® Whatever difference in the 
conception of the unity of God may be indicated by these 
two types of assertion, there can be no doubt that by the 
time of Philo, in both Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism, 
the conception of the absolute unity of God was already 


* spec. 11 , 30, 176. 

® Somn, I, 32, 184; cf. above, I, 176. 
3 Spec* I, 60, 327. 


4 Deut, 3: 24, et passim, 
s Deut. 4: 35; I Kings S: 60. 
^ Deut. 32; 21. 



THE UNKNOWABILITY OF GOD 95 

firmly established^ Philo dwells on it in his explanation of 
the first two of the ten commandments ® and when he once 
happens to quote from Scripture the expression “the most 
high God” (0e6s ^npiffros),^ which expression is used in Greek 
with the implication of polytheism,” he hastens to quote the 
verse “there is none beside Him,” ” in order to show that in 
Scripture that expression does not mean that “ there is any 
other God not most high.” ” In Palestine this belief in the 
unity of God constituted a principle of faith which was twice 
daily confessed by the recitation of the verse “Hear, O 
Israel; the Lord our God, the Lord is one.” Undoubtedly 
the same confession of the belief in the unity of God was also 
followed twice daily by Hellenistic Jews. It is probably be- 
cause this principle was so commonly well known among 
those of his contemporaries to whom he addressed himself 
in his works that Philo never directly quotes in support of it 
that classical scriptural proof-text. The principle of the 
incorporeality of God, however, with its implication of a 
distinction between things corporeal and things incorporeal 
does not directly occur in Scripture. It is doubtful whether in 
Scripture there is any conception of a distinction between 
corporeality and incorporeality with all its philosophic im- 
plications of a distinction between matter and form, po- 
tentiality and actuality, divisibility and simplicity, and mu- 
tability and immutability. Indeed there is in Scripture an 
indication of some contrast between flesh and spirit or be- 
tween flesh and soul,*® but there is no indication that by 
spirit and soul were meant any such principles as form or 
immateriality. 

7 Cf. above, I, 9 f., 13 f. 

* Decal. 12, ^2-16, 81; Spec. I, 3, 12-5, 31. Leg. AIL III, 26, 82. 

9 Gen. 14: 18. Deut. 6: 4. 

Cf. above, I, 12, 40. Isa. 31; 3. 

« Deut. 4; 39. "s Ps, 84: 3; Job 14: aa. 
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Still that which later came to be known as the principle of 
the incorporeality of God is a fundamental scriptural belief. 
“Incorporeality” is merely the expression in philosophic 
terminology of what is implied in the scriptural doctrine of 
the unlikeness of God to other beings. This doctrine is re- 
peatedly stated in Scripture in a variety of ways. It is to be 
found in the reminder of the historical fact that “ye saw no 
manner of form on the day that the Lord spoke unto you in 
Horeb out of the midst of the fire”; it is similarly to be 
found in the legal injunction not to represent God by “a 
graven image, even any manner of likeness, of anything that 
is in heaven above, or that is in the earth beneath, or that 
is in the water under the earth ”; and it is also to be found 
in the rhetorical question “To whom will ye liken Me, and 
make Me equal, and compare Me, that we may be like.” 
One can readily see the great philosophical potentialities con- 
tained in this scriptural doctrine of the unlikeness of God. 
All that was necessary for its transformation into the phil- 
osophic principle of the incorporeality of God was an ac- 
quaintance with philosophical speculations about the world 
and its constituent parts. Once one had learned that the 
world consists of elements and that elements consist of 
matter and form at once the doctrine of the unlikeness of 
God to other beings could come to mean exactly what Plato 
and Aristotle meant when they speak of the ideas or of God 
as being incorporeal. 

Philo had learned that the world and all things therein 
consist of elements and of matter and form, and in the light 
of this new knowledge which he had learned from Greek 

Deut. 4: 15. 

Deut. 4; 15; Exod. 20; 4. 

** Isa. 46: 5; cf. 40; 1 8; 40; 25. In Greek philosophy the unlikeness of God to 
other beings is asserted by Xenophanes (cf. above, 1 , 17) and by Antisthenes (cf. 
below, p. 125). 
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him becomes “ incorporeality ” and the denial of the likeness 
of God to any other being comes to mean with him the ex- 
clusion from God’s nature of anything that may, however 
indirectly, imply corporeality, so that God, he says, not only 
has no body or bodily organs or sense-perception but also 
no such human emotions as jealousy, wrath, and anger.** 
Moreover, since the philosophic principle of incorporeality 
implies also simplicity and uncompoundedness, the scrip- 
tural doctrine of the unlikeness of God comes also to mean 
with him that God is simple and uncompounded. He thus 
says, by implication, of those friends of the soul who do not 
compare God to any form of created things that they be- 
lieve also that He is a simple nature (d^rXi? <^u<ns) and un- 
mixed i&fuyv) and that He is also aaijKpLTov, a term which 
means both “incomparable” and “not compounded.”*® 
The scriptural principle of the unlikeness of God is thus 
raised to the philosophic principle of the incorporeality and 
hence also simplicity of God. 

Having thus raised scriptural “unlikeness” to philosophic 
“incorporeality” and hence “simplicity,” Philo then under- 
takes to raise also scriptural “unity” to its philosophic im- 
plication of “simplicity,” thus ultimately making the 
principles of “unity,” “in corporeality,” and “simplicity” 
mutually implicative. 

In Scripture, the term one, when applied to God, means 
only numerical unity. It is merely a denial of external plural- 
ity: in this case a denial of polytheism. There are not many 
gods; there is only one God. In the Aristotelian philosophic 
vocabulary by the time of Philo, this kind of unity of God 
would be described by the term one (rd iv) as distinguished 
from the term simple (r6 ArKovy). As stated by Aristotle, 


JmmuU ily 57-13, 60. 

Bid., 60, 


*9 Ibid. II, 56. 
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“one means a measure” and it may apply to things which 
in themselves are constituted of many parts, whereas “sim- 
ple means that the thing itself has a certain nature,” that 
is to say, it is indivisible and without parts.^® But in the 
philosophy of Aristotle, owing to the principle of the in- 
corporeality of God, God is not only one but He is also 
simple,*^ for He is indivisible and without parts.®* More- 
over, while the one and the simple are different, still the term 
one is, according to Aristotle, always relative to the term 
indivisible, for, as he says, “in general those things that do 
not admit of division are one in so far as they do not admit 
of it,” ®® and “that which is one is indivisible, either abso- 
lutely or qua one,” ®'' so that the more indivisible a thing is 
the more one it is. The term one, according to Aristotle, 
therefore, has two meanings. On the one hand, in so far as 
it may apply also to things which are divisible, it is to be 
distinguished from the term simple; but, on the other hand, 
in so far as, in its application to those things divisible, it 
applies to them only with reference to that aspect of them 
which does not admit of division, it is to be understood as 
having the same meaning as the term simple. Since God is 
absolutely indivisible, the term one applied to Him must 
include, according to Aristotle, also His simplicity. 

Evidently with all this in the back of his mind Philo tries 
to show that the scriptural conception of the unity of God 
means not only numerical unity but also indivisibility and 
hence simplicity. The numerical unity of God has already 
been established in his mind by the first two of the ten com- 
mandments and also by the verse “ the Lord thy God is 

s" Metaph. XII, 7, 1072a, 32-34; cf. Phys. VIII, 10, 267b, 25-26. 

Metaph. XII, 7, 1072a, 32-33. 

M Phys. VIII, 10, 267b, 25-26. 

a Metaph. V, 6, 1016b, 3-5. 

M Ibid. X. 1, 1053b, 7-8. 


a Beeal. la, 52-16, 81; Spec. 1 , 3, 13-5, 31. 
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alone God, in heaven above and on earth beneath, and there 
is none beside Him.” ** Taking now the verse “It is not 
good that man should be alone (pApov),” he tries to show, 
by playing upon the word “alone” — pApov — that this 
verse contains, as we have shown above,*® three other mean- 
ings of the principle of the unity of God: first, the uniqueness 
of God; second, the self-sufficiency of God; third, the sim- 
plicity of God. The third of these meanings, which is 
characterized by him as a “better” interpretation of the 
verse, is stated as follows: “God is alone and one alone; not 
composite; a simple (dirX^) nature,” that is to say, not com- 
posite as we are “of soul and body,” nor composite as soul is 
“of a rational part and an irrational part”; nor, again, com- 
posite as body is of different contrarieties, such as “hot — 
cold, heavy — light, dry — moist.” *** 

Of these three examples of composition which he excludes 
from God’s nature, the first one, that of body and soul, is a 
general philosophic commonplace; the last one, that of 
“warm — cold, heavy — light, dry — moist,” reflects Aris- 
totle’s description of the four elements out of which all 
bodies are composed as the contrarieties of “hot — cold, 
dry — moist, heavy — light”; but, with regard to the 
last one, that of “a rational part and irrational part” in the 
soul, it is to be assumed that he refers to Plato’s and his own 
conception of the rational and irrational parts of the soul as 
constituting real parts, differing from each other in their 
essential nature, one being material and the other imma- 
terial. In itself this statement probably does not exclude 

3® Deut. 4: 39; Leg, All, III, a6, 82: cf. above, 1, 171. 

37 Gen. 2; 18. 

3* Cf. above, I, 171-173. 

Leg, AIL 11, 1, 2. 

4® 'De Gen, et Corr, II, 2, 329b, 18-19. 

Cf. above, 1, 385 ff., 389 fF. 



101 


THE UNKNOWABILITY OF GOD 

from God a purely logical distinction such as Aristotle con- 
ceives between the rational and irrational parts of the soul. 
In all these statements, therefore, the exclusion of divisibil- 
ity from God’s nature refers only to such divisibility as is 
incompatible with His incorporeality. 

II. “Without Quality” — &mu)s 

But in a number of passages in Philo there occurs the 
statement that God is “without quality” (&rotos). This 
statement has been taken to mean that God “does not be- 
long to a class, but is sut generis” for the term “quality” is 
said to be used by Philo in “its proper logical meaning” as 
“that the possession of which makes you a member of a 
class; and when any quality is ascribed to you, you are to 
that extent placed on a level with a number of other indi- 
viduals.” * By this interpretation it is meant that the term 
“quality” is used by Philo in the sense of “genus” or 
“species” or “specific difference,” and therefore whenever 
he says of God that He is “without quality” he means 
thereby that God has no genus and no species and no specific 
difference. 

True though it is, as we shall see later, that God to Philo 
cannot be described by genus and species and specific dif- 
ference, it is still doubtful whether the denial of this manner 
of describing God may be derived directly from his state- 
ments that God is without quality. For the term quality, 
by the time of Philo, had three distinct meanings, though not 
altogether unrelated to each other. In the first place, it 
meant, in Aristotle, one of his ten categories, and as such it 
was used by him in the sense of an accident inherent in a 

* Drummond, II, 24. It is also in this sense that the term airotos is usually 
translated in Colson. 
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corporeal object.* In the second place, it meant, again in 
Aristotle, “genus” or “species” * or “differentia,” * the last 
of which is also described by him as “the differentia of the 
substance” ® or a “differentia according to substance.” ® In 
the third place, it meant, among the Stoics, one of their own 
four categories, in which sense it was the equivalent of the 
Aristotelian “form” as contrasted with “matter.” ’ When, 
therefore, Philo repeatedly says that God is “without 
quality,” we must make a thorough examination of all the 
passages in which he uses the term quality, as well as of all 
the passages in which he says that God is without quality, 
before we can decide with certainty in which of these three 
senses he uses the terms quality and without quality. 

An examination of all such passages will prove that no- 
where does Philo definitely use the term quality or without 
quality in the second of its Aristotelian senses, namely, as 
that of genus or species or specific difference. 

With regard to passages in which the term “quality” oc- 
curs, it can be determined from its various contexts that, 
with the exception of only one passage, in all of them the 
term is used by Philo in its first Aristotelian sense, namely, 
as that which expresses an accident in some corporeal object. 
He thus speaks of the stars shining with their own true 
quality,® the sweet quality of water,** the qualities of body 
and soul,” the created man partaking of qualities,** virtues 
as qualities,** the material out of which God created every 

* Categ. c. 8, 8b, 25 £F. 

3 IhW., 5, 3b, i9-'ai. In this sense, on the whole, is the term quaHty also used 
by Plato. 4 IV, 6,1 a8a, 26-27. 

s Metaph. V, 14, 1020a, 33. ® Ibid,^ 35"’36. 

7 Cf. A. Trendelenburg, Geschichte der KategorienUhre^ p. 222. 

« Opif. 18, 57. « Ihid, 49, 141. 

9 lUd, 45, 131. « Ibid. 46, 134. 

” L^g, All. I, 26, 79; cf. Aristotle’s use of quality as an accident in the sense of 
virtue and vice and good and evil in general {Metaph. V, 14, 1020b, 18-25). 
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particvdar quality/* the quality of a brazen serpent/* the 
heaven and the world are forms endowed with qualities 
perceptible by the senses/* the qualities of things/® the 
qualities as the handiwork of passion, qualities as dis- 
tinguished from properties and hence in the sense of acci- 
dents,^® qualities of colors and figures/* passion and vice as 
a substance devoid of form and quality,*® the qualities of 
mixtures,” the qualities of the elements,” the quality of 
living creatures,** the qualities of material substances,** the 
quality of scents,** bodily qualities,*® quality as one of the 
ten Aristotelian categories and hence in the sense of acci- 
dent,*^ qualities in sculpture and painting,*® qualities in 
things patterned after the ideas,** qualities of bodily things 
perceived by the senses,*® the loss of quality in anything 
crushed,** qualities created by God in things,** virtues 
judged not by quantity but by quality,** matter as the sub- 
stratum for every kind of shape and quality,** and the qual- 
ity of the physical world.** 

The one exception which we have referred to is to be 
found in a passage in which Philo seems to use the term 
quality in the sense of specific difference. In that passage 
he speaks of the right-angled triangle as “the starting-point 


^ Ihid, II, 7, 19, Conf, 18, 85. 

*4 Ihid. II, 20, 80. « Ibid. 37, 185, 186, 187, 

Immut. 13, 6a. ” Heres 50, 247. 

Deter. 6, 15, Pug. 2, 13. 

*7 Ibid. 6, 16; cf. above, n. 12. Somn. I, 5, 27. 

Agr. 3, 13; cf. below, p. 132. Jqs, 23, 142. 

^9 Plant. 32, 133. Mos. I, 27, 97, 

Decal. 8, 31. In the statement here "I have quality in so far as I am a man,” 
the term “quality,” we take it refers to the accident quality, as in the statement 
that the created man partakes of quality {ppif. 46, 134). Drummond (II, 24), 
however, takes the term “quality” in the sense of species. 

Spec. I, 5, 29. 38 Ibid. IV, 35, 187. 

«9 Ibid.^ 8, 47; 60, 327, 329. 33 Praem. 19, ii2; cf, above, n. 12. 


3 ® Ibid.y 16, 90. 34 Cont. i, 4. 

3 " Ibid., 60, 328. 35 Jet. 16, 79, 81. 
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of all qualities {irowTitTwv)” or as “ the source of every figure 
(ffx'lifi'O'Tos) and every quality (mi&rriTos)” By this he 
undoubtedly means that the difterent “species” of figures 
are to be known as the difterent “qualities” of the generic 
“figure,” and consequently the right-angled triangle, which 
is the generic figure, is the starting-point or the source of all 
those different qualities, or different species, of that generic 
figure. Thus also Aristotle, wishing to illustrate his use of 
the term “quality” in the sense of “specific difference,” says 
that “a circle is a figure of a particular quality because it is 
without angles,” that is to say, “figure” is the genus and 
“without angles” is its quality or specific difference. 

Similarly with regard to passages in which Philo says that 
God is “without quality,” it can also be determined from 
the various contexts that, with the exception of only three 
passages, in all of them the quality denied of God is quality 
in the sense of an accident existing in a body, and the denial 
of such a quality of God is either said or assumed by Philo 
to follow from the incorporeality of God or from His being 
unlike any corporeal creature. Thus in one passage he asks: 
“For why, O mind, dost thou hoard and treasure in thyself 
those wrong opinions, that God is as graven images are, of 
this or that quality God the being that is without 

quality (&toios), and that He, the incorruptible, is, as molten 
images are, corruptible.” From the context of this passage 
it is quite evident that just as by the qualities of graven 
images he means accidents in a corporeal object, so also by 
the qualities which he denies of God he means accidental 
qualities. Similarly in another passage he says that “God 
is without quality (&iroios) and not only without the shape 
of man (aj'0po)T6jMp<^>os).” In this passage the contrast be- 


Qp*/- 32, 97- 

37 MetapL V, 14, loaoa, 35. 


38 Leg. AIL III, II, 36. 

39 Ikd. 1, 13, 36. 
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tween “shape of man” and “quality” probably has refer- 
ence to Aristotle’s enumeration of four kinds of “quality” 
(Tot6Ti)s), one of which he calls “shape” and the 

meaning of this statement therefore is that God is not only 
without the quality of “shape” but also without any of the 
other three kinds of “quality.” Anyhow, there is no con- 
clusive evidence that the term “without quality” here is 
used in the sense of without genus and species. Still less 
reason have we to assume that Philo denies genus and species 
of God in the passage in which he says that “the companions 
of the soul, who can converse with intelligible incorporeal 
natures, do not compare the Existent to any form (iSia) of 
created things, but dissociate Him from every quality 
(iroi&rriTos),” apprehending God as “bare existence (inrap^iv) 
without any figure {x'^paKTyjpm)” and admitting to their 
minds “the conception of existence {rb elvai) only, without 
investing it with any shape (pop<f>6}(ravTes)y” in contrast to 
those who “are unable to cast oflF from them the garment of 
flesh and to descry a nature which is alone, self-sufficient, 
simple, unmixed, and uncompounded.” In this passage, 
it will be noticed, the term “quality” is contrasted with the 
“form” and “shape” of “created things” and also with 
“the garment of flesh.” From this it may be inferred that 
it is used in the sense of accidental quality. This is quite 
evidently also the meaning of the denial of qualities of God 
in his statement that Laban, as his name which means 
“white,” implies, relied on “qualities” {miorijTuv), whereas 
Jacob discerned “the nature which is without quality 
{Slttowv)” ^ for the association of the term “qualities” with 
“white” quite evidently implies that the term “qualities” 
here is used in the sense of accidental qualities. Finally this 
meaning of the denial of qualities of God is quite obviously 
Categ, c. 8, loa, la. Immut, ii, 55-56. Cher* 21, 67. 
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also implied in his passage wherein from the verse “ Ye shall 
not make together with Me gods of silver, and gods of gold 
ye shall not make to yourselves ” he derives the principle 
that God is “without quality (dmioy) and one [and un- 
originate] and incorruptible and unchangeable.” 

The three exceptions which we have referred to are to be 
found in three passages in which the qualities denied of 
God refer, as we shall try to show, to qualities in the Stoic 
sense of the term. In one of these passages, after stating that 
God has shown his “nature” (^Ocriy) to no human being but 
has rendered it “invisible” (Adparoj') to our whole race, he 
exclaims; “Who can assert of the First Cause either that 
it is without body or that it is a body, that it is with quality 
(mibv) or that it is without quality (S.irotov) ? In a word who 
can make any positive assertion concerning His substance 
(oifflas) or quality (toi6tjjtos) or state (<rx^<reas) or motion 
(/cip^ffews) ? ” In this passage, it will be noticed, Philo 
uses four terms, namely, substance, quality, state, and mo- 
tion. These four terms, it can be shown, represent three of 
the four Stoic categories. The Stoic categories are usually 
given as (i) substratum (^mKdimov) or substance {ohala), 
(a) quality (toi6v), (3) changing states (xcbs (4) varied 
relations {tp6s tI iras Now, of the four terms used 

by Philo, the first two, substance and quality, are exactly the 
terms used by the Stoics for the first two of their four cate- 
gories. As for the other two terms used by Philo, the term 
“state” (ffx^vis) is used by the Stoics themselves as synony- 
mous with their third category “changing states” and 
the term “motion” is included by them under the same 

Exod. 22: 23. 

^4 Leg. All 1 , 15, 51. 

« Ihid, III, 73, 206, 

4® Cf. Arnim, II, 369-375, 

Cf. Arnim, II, 376, p. 126, IL 14-15. 
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third category “changing states.” ‘*® Thus the four terms 
used in the passage quoted from Philo represent three of the 
four categories of the Stoics. That by the terms “ substance ” 
and “quality” in the passage quoted Philo means the two 
Stoic categories may be inferred also from the fact that by 
the term substance here, as may be judged from his pre- 
vious use of the term body in the same passage, he means 
body or matter, which corresponds exactly to the Stoic use 
of the term substance. As in this passage it is quite evi- 
dent that the terms substance and quality are used by Philo 
in the sense of the Stoic categories, we may infer further 
that it is in the same sense that he also uses these two 
terms in two other passages. Thus when he says, in one 
passage, that “ to inquire about substance (oixrlas) or quality 
(7rot6TijTos) in God is a folly fit for the world’s childhood” 
or when he asks, in another passage, “Who the Creator is 
as to His substance or quality,” the terms substance and 
quality are used in the Stoic sense. Inasmuch, however, as 
the Stoic “substance” and “quality” correspond to the 
Aristotelian “matter” and “form,” ** the statements in all 
these three passages to the effect that God has no qualities 
merely mean that in God there is no distinction of “mat- 
ter” and “form.” 

From all this, then, we may gather that as a corollary of 
the principles of the incorporeality, simplicity, and indivisi- 
bility of God Philo excluded from God any composition 
(a) of body and soul, or (b) of the four elements, or (c) of 
substance and accidental quality, or (d) of matter and form. 

4 * Cf. Arnim, II, 399-400, where r 6 ir^s txov is said to include “time,” “place,” 
and “number,” and hence also by inference “motion,” for “time,” according to 
the Stoic definition, reproduced also by Philo, “is the interval of the motion of the 
world” (cf. above, I, 319). 

« Post. 48, 168. Ahr. 31, 163. 

Cf. Trendelenburg, op. cit., p. 222. 
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But so far we have not yet found any definite evidence that 
he excluded from God also any distinction of genus and 
species. 

Still, logically, it can be shown, Philo’s statement in the 
three passages quoted above that in God there is no dis- 
tinction of what the Stoics call “substance” and “quality” 
may imply also that, according to him, there is in God no 
distinction of genus and species. For with regard to the 
Stoic “substance” and “quality,” while on the one hand 
they correspond to Aristotle’s “matter” and “form,” on the 
other hand they also correspond to “genus ” and “species.”®* 
In fact, in Aristotle himself, the distinction between genus 
and species is often conceived after the analogy of the dis- 
tinction between matter and form.®* In those passages, 
therefore, in which Philo states that there is no distinction of 
substance and quality in God, while he undoubtedly, as we 
have shown, draws upon the vocabulary of the Stoic enu- 
meration of the four categories, he may also use these 
terms in the sense of genus and species, meaning thereby 
also that there is no distinction of genus and species in God, 
for logically, it may be maintained, that which does not con- 
sist of matter and form has no genus and species. 

Having once established that logically Philo would be 
justified in denying that in God there is any distinction of 
genus and species, we may now discern the implication of 
such a denial in several places in his writings. 

In one place, after explaining that the essence of God can- 
not be apprehended by any direct or immediate approach, 
he adds that by such a mode of approach, had it been possi- 
ble, “His quality (ptos) would have been made known.” ®^ 
Here quite evidently the relative pronominal adjective otos is 

» lUd. 

M Cf. Metaph. V, a8, 1024b, 8-9; VII, la, 1038a, 6-8. Post. 48, 169. 
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used by him in the sense of genus and species or genus and 
specific difference. By the same token, we have reason to 
believe, the indefinite pronominal adjective iroi6s could 
also be used by him in the same sense. Consequently, his 
many statements quoted above about God being “without 
quality” (ftroios), which in themselves, as we have shown 
from their context, mean only that God is without acci- 
dental quality, may now’ be taken to imply also indirectly 
that He is without genus and species. 

In another place he says that “the contemplation of God 
by the soul alone without speech ... is based on the indi- 
visible tmity (kotA rfjv iSiaiperov fwv&Sa).*’ It is quite 
evident that what he means here is that God cannot be 
described by spoken words because He is in His essence an 
indivisible unity. Now the indivisible unity of His essence 
means not only that He is not composed of matter and form 
but also that in Him there is no distinction of genus and 
species, for it is the absence of the latter that makes it im- 
possible for us to describe Him in words. 

In still another place he says that God is “ the most gen- 
eric” (t 6 y€viK&TaTov)J^ In a previous discussion of this 
statement we have already explained the general meaning 
of this designation of God.®'^ But in its present connection 
we want to show that it has an additional meaning. It 
means that God, being the highest genus, has within Him 
no distinction of genus and species, for only that which is 
between the highest genus and the ultimate species that has 
within it the distinction of genus and species, being the 
genua of that which is below it and the species of that which 
is above it. But since God is the highest genus He has no 
distinction of genus and species, that is. He belongs to no 

ss Gig. II, 52. 

Leg. All. II, 21, 86. 


57 Cf. above, I, 251-252. 
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class and hence we do not know what He is. That this is the 
meaning of his description of God as “the most generic ” may 
be inferred from the proof-text upon which he bases his view 
and from his discussion of that proof-text. The proof-text 
is the verse in which it is said that when the children of 
Israel saw the manna, “they said to one another, what is 
this (tI k(TTi rovTo) ? — for they knew not what it was,” s® 
Drawing upon this explanation, he says that manna is “ the 
most generic (t6 yfVLK&Tarov),” for the manna is called 
“what (rl), and that suggests the primary genus of all 
things.” Elsewhere the term manna is more fully ex- 
plained by him as meaning “what is this (tI iart tovto).” ^ 
Undoubtedly this statement reflects the Stoic teaching that 
“the something” (t 6 n) is “the most generic (ri yeyiKdirarop) 
of all,” the interrogative and the indefinite pronouns 
meaning to him the same, both of them implying that it is 
something which belongs to no class. What he therefore 
means to say is that God is a highest genus because one 
may ask of Him, as one does of the manna, what is this (rl 
ia-Ti. tovto) ? — that is to say, we do not know its tC icrTi, its 
essence, its whatness. Now to say of God that we do not 
know His essence means that He has no genus and species. 

III. The UNNAMABiLrry and Unknowability of God 

Philo’s denial of a distinction of genus and species in God 
must have led him to a denial of the possibility of defining 
God, for by definition, as may be gathered from Philo’s 
definition of man as being either a “rational mortal animal” 
or a “hopeful animal,” consists, according to him, as it does 

s* Exod. i6: 15, Leg, AIL III, 49, 169, 

5 ’ Leg, AIL II, 21, 86. Sextus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes II, 86. 

^ Deter, 38, 139. 
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according to Aristotle, of the combination of genus and 
species. And since God cannot be defined, no concept can 
be formed of His essence, for the concept of the essence of a 
thing is formed by its definition.* Philo therefore maintains 
that “it is wholly impossible that God according to His 
essence should be known (KaTavoridrjvai) by any creature,” * 
for God is “incomprehensible.” Together with the incom- 
prehensibility of God he speaks also of the unnamability and 
ineffability of God, for God, he says, “is unnamable (Akoto- 
vofxkffTov) and ineffable (appiirov) and in every way incom- 
prehensible (&KaTa\^irrov),” * By “incomprehensible” he 
does not mean that God is not comprehended by the senses 
but rather, as he explicitly says elsewhere, that “He is not 
comprehended by the mind.” * 

Now neither Plato nor Aristotle definitely says that God 
according to His essence cannot be known or is incompre- 
hensible or cannot be envisaged even in mind. In Plato 
indeed the ideas are like the God of Philo “incorporeal,” ’’ 
“invisible and imperceptible by the sense,”* “immovable” ® 
and “immutable” “ and similarly of God, whether He is the 
idea of the good or something distinct from the ideas, he 
says that He is simple (AttXouv) and is unchangeable,” and 
still the ideas as well as God are considered by him as know- 
able. With regard to the ideas he says that “being” (oA<r/a), 
that is, the totality of the ideas, is known by the intelligence 
(yvQais) and that after proper preparation we can ulti- 
mately arrive at a knowledge of “what the essence of 
beauty is ” ( o&rri KaK6v),^ and with regard to that which is 

® ^ opica I, 5, loib, 39; JnaL Post. II, 10, 93b, 29. 

» Post. 48, 167. * ^imaeus 52 a. 

* Ibid. 169. ’ Ibid. 38 A. 

s Somn. I, II, 67. Phaedo 78 D. 

® Immut. 13, 62. « Republic II, 382 e. 

» Sophist 246 B, ” Symposium 21 1 c. 
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“ever unchangeably real,” evidently including both God and 
the ideas, he says that it is “comprehensible {TepCkrjTrhv) by 
the mind with the aid of reason.” ** He admits, of course, 
that “we do not sulEciently know the good” and that “in 
the world of knowledge the idea of the good appears last of 
all and is seen only with an effort,” ** but this does not mean 
that it is unknowable. 

Similarly in Aristotle, God is described as one and incor- 
poreal and simple and indivisible.^* If that simplicity and 
indivisibility excluded the distinction of genus and species 
in God, then, of course, God could not be defined and hence 
God could not be known. But Aristotle never says ex- 
plicitly that the simplicity of God excludes the distinction 
of genus and species and that God cannot be defined and 
cannot be known. Quite to the contrary, on the basis of an 
analysis of his own statements, it can be shown that, ac- 
cording to him, God’s simplicity does not exclude from His 
essence the distinction of genus and species. 

And just as Plato and Aristotle do not definitely say that 
God is unknowable so do they not definitely say that God 
cannot be named or spoken of. Indeed Plato says that “ the 
Maker and Father of this All it is a hard task to find and 
having found Him it is impossible to declare Him to all 
men.” The meaning of this passage, however, is not that 
God cannot be declared, that is, described, but rather that 
He cannot be declared to all men, because, according to 
Plato, it requires certain specific preparations to arrive at a 
knowledge of the ideas,** and by the same token also at a 

*5 fimaeus a8 a. 

Republic VI, 505 A. 

^ Ibid. VII, 517 B. 

Phys, VIII, 10, a67b, 2.5-26; Metaph. XII, 7, 1072a, 32-33. 

*7 timaeus 28 c, 

** Phaedtus 249 b f. 
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knowledge of God, which preparations are not common to 
all men. It was not until later, on their becoming acquainted 
with Philo’s view of the unknowability and ineffability of 
God, that the Church Fathers raised the question whether 
Plato meant by his statement that God was ineflTable or not. 
Clement of Alexandria takes this passage as meaning that 
God is ineffable, “for,” he asks, “how can that be effable 
{pt]Tbv) which is neither genus, nor difference, nor species, 
nor individual, nor number? ” So was also the interpreta- 
tion of this passage of Plato by Celsus.®“ In opposition to 
Celsus, however, Origen argues that from the wording of 
Plato’s statement it is to be inferred that “he does not speak 
of God as ineffable {appijrov) and unnamable {&KaTovbpaarov ) ; 
on the contrary, he implies that He is effable and that there 
are a few to whom he may de declared.” “ 

Nor is the conception of the ineffability or unnamability 
of God found in any other Greek philosopher before Philo. 
The statement that the view “that God has no name was 
likewise known to the Greeks ” “ is ill-founded. The sources 
quoted in corroboration of this statement are the pseudo- 
Aristotelian De Mundo*^ Dio Chrysostom,*'* Seneca,** Maxi- 

Stromata V, la (PG, 9, 121 a); cf. quotation from Plato on p. 116 b. 
a® Origen, Contra Celsum VII, 42 (PG, ii, 1481 0-1484 a). So also Numenius is 
of the belief that the Gnostic doctrine of an “unknowable God'* is based upon 
Plato. Cf. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica XI, 18, 539b-c. 

« Ibid. VII, 43 (PG, II, 1481 c). Cf. H. A. Wolfson, “The Knowability and 
Describability of God in Plato and Aristotle,” Harvard Studies in Classical PUloU 
ogy,LVl-LYll (1945-46). 

** J. GefFcken, Zwei griechische Apologeten (1907), p. 38, followed by A. Marmor- 
stein, Hhe Old Rabbinic Doctrine of God^ I (Oxford University Press, 1927), p. 17. 
On the basis of this statement, Marmorstein (p. 18) says of die magic tablet of the 
NecropoUs of Adrumetum that its reference to “the sacred name which is not to 
be uttered . . . was very old and reflects the conditions on which the LXX is based.” 
This magic tablet belongs to the second and third centuries a.d. (cf. G. A. Deiss- 
mann, Bible Studies^ p. 279 

De Mundo, c. 7, 401a, 12 ff. 

*4 OrationeSy XII, 75-78. 


Naturales ^aestioneSy II, 45. 
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mus of Tyre,*® Celsus/’' and Hermes Trismegistus.*® Nowj 
with the exception of Seneca, who was a contemporary of 
Philo, all these sources are later than Philo. Besides, not all 
these sources state that God is unnamable. The pseudo- 
Aristotelian De Mundo and Seneca only state that God has 
many names, which is only a repetition of the Stoic view that 
God is called by many names.®’ This is quite different from 
saying that God has no name. Nor does Dio Chrysostom 
say that God has no name. All he says is that either Zeus 
is called by certain names (Jbrovoiik^eraC) or his attributes 
are represented without the help of words in art, concluding 
that, with regard to the latter, “I have presented them as 
far as it was possible to do so, since I was not able to name 
them.” ^ This does not mean that Zeus is unnamable. 
Indeed, among the Greeks, the appellation “the God” was 
used at Delphi for Apollo and at Eleusis for Pluto, and also 
the appellation “the Goddess” was used at Athens for 
Athena and at Eleusis for Persephone, but this does not 
mean that the proper names of these deities were not al- 
lowed to be uttered; it only means that their proper names 
were so well known that there was no need to mention 
them.*® Nor is evidence for the conception of the ineffability 
of God among the Greeks prior to Philo to be derived from 
Stobaeus’ attribution to the Neopythagorean pseudo- 
Archytas the view that the principle which is above mind, 
namely, God, “pertains to an unutterable {SKoyov) and in- 

DissertationeSy VIII, 10. 

Origen, Cofitra Celsum I, 24. 

** Hermetica (ed. W. Scott) V, la; V, 10. Reference to Hermetica as the source of 
Philo’s conception of the ineffability of God is given also by Azariah dei Rossi, 
Me* or *Enayim: Imre Binahy ch. 4, ed. Wilnah, 1866, p, in. 

Diogenes, VII, 147; cf. VII, 135. 

3 ® Op. ciUy XII, 78. 

3 * Cf. M P. Nilsson, Greek Popular Religion (Columbia University Press, 1940), 
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efFable {&ppriTov) nature,” for it is not impossible that this 
view as reported and phrased by Stobaeus was formed under 
the influence of Philo.®* From a period long before Philo, 
quite to the contrary, we have the explicit statement of the 
Stoic poet Aratus that Zeus is he “whom we human beings 
never allow to remain ineffable (UppriTov.)” 

The conclusion we have reached with regard to the absence 
of any evidence that in Greek philosophy before Philo 
there existed a conception of God as a being tmknowable in 
His essence and unnamable and ineffable cannot be refuted 
by the findings of Norden in his study on the agnostos 
theos.^^ Norden proceeds in his study as follows. He starts 
out with the verse in Acts 17; 23, in which Paul says to the 
people of Athens: “For as I passed by, and beheld your de- 
votions, I found an altar with this inscription, ‘To the un- 
known God’ Usually the expression “the 

unknown God ” here is taken by students of the New Testa- 
ment to mean a God whose name happened to have been 
unknown to those who had set up the altar. Norden, how- 
ever, takes it in the sense of an “unknowable God,” that is 
to say, a God that by His nature cannot be known. He then 

3 ® Stobaeus, Eclogae I, p. 1281, 11 . i~a. 

33 Cf. O. F. Gruppe, Ueber die Fragmente des Archytas und der alteren Pythagoreer, 
1840, pp. 125 fF.; Zeller, III, 2^^ p. 123, n. 5, with regard to the general question as 
to the dependence of the Neopythagoreans upon Hellenistic Judaism. 

34 Phaenomena^ 11 , 1-2. 

3 5 Cf. E. Norden, Agnostos theos^ 1913, pp* 1-124. 

Nor is our conclusion to be refuted by the occurrence of the expression agnostos 
theos in other sources. In the Egyptian papyrus published by E. Kornemann in 
Klio^ 7 (1907), 278, the expression 06/c &7ywcrros does not mean “not un- 

knowable God Phoebus” but rather “not unfamiliar God Phoebus” (cf. R. Reizen- 
stein, “Die Areopagrede des Paulus,” Neue JahrbUcherfur das klasstsche Altertum^ 
31 (1913), 415, n. 2). So also is undoubtedly the meaning of the ‘expression $eol 7 
&7j'[<*wrrots, assuming that this is how the expression is to be completed, in the 
Pergamum inscription published by H. Hepding in Athenische Mitteilungeny 35 
(1910), 455. Cf. A. Wikenhauser, Die Apostelgeschichte und ihr Geschichtswerty 1921, 
PP- 37 i> 387-390- 
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goes on to show that Paul’s reference to such an unknowable 
God reflects a widely spread Greek philosophic view, and in 
support of this he quotes passages (pages 24-30) in which 
God is spoken of as “invisible” (Jubparos, &flec!jp5jros, d^ay^s) 
and “incomprehensible” (dKardX5;irTos). The term agnostos 
used by Paul, he admits, is not found in the passages quoted 
by him, but, as for that, he finds it in the Gnostic literature 
(pages 65-73). The Gnostic literature, again he admits, 
comes from a later period, but, as for that, he refers to the 
view of certain scholars that there must have been a Gnosti- 
cism even before the Christian era (pages 65 and 70), and 
this pre-Christian Gnosticism, he tries to show, had de- 
rived its conception of the unknowable God from Greek 
philosophy (page 83). In support of his view, however, he 
admits that he can produce only one passage — a passage in 
which Heraclitus is reported to have said that “they pray 
to these images, as if one were to talk with a man’s house, 
knowing not what gods or heroes are,” taking the last phrase 
to have the technical meaning of “knowing not the essence 
of either gods or heroes ” (pages 87-89). 

Thus, apart from the conjectural assumption that the 
Gnostic conception of the “unknowable God” dates from 
pre-Christian time, Norden advances only two arguments in 
support of the Greek origin of such a conception of God: 
first, the passages in which God is spoken of as “invisible” 
and “incomprehensible”; second, the fragment of Heracli- 
tus. Now, with regard to the first, all the terms for the in- 
visibility and the incomprehensibility of God in the passages 
quoted, as may be judged from the contexts, deny only that 
God can be seen or comprehended by the senses; they do 
not say that God’s essence cannot be comprehended by the 
mind. With regard to the second, there is no definite proof 
that in the vague words of Heraclitus there is anything be- 
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yond the mere assertion that those who worship the images 
of gods and heroes know nothing about those gods and 
heroes except what they have heard about them from hear- 
say, inasmuch as they have never seen them with their own 
eyes. In Philo, as we have seen, there is a formal distinction 
between the knowability of God’s existence and the un- 
knowability of His essence, and, in connection with the 
latter, expressing himself in terms not used by others before 
him about God, he says of God that He is “unnamable ” and 
“ineffable” and “not comprehended by the mind.” 

In view of all this, when Philo derives from the principle 
of the simplicity of God the principle of the unknowability 
and unnamability of God, he has given expression to a view 
which must have been meant by him to be either a new in- 
terpretation of Plato and Aristotle or in opposition to them. 
Indirectly, from the fact that Plato’s statement with regard 
to the difficulty of finding God and the impossibility of de- 
claring Him to others is taken by Philo, as we have shown, 
to refer to the existence of God,** it may perhaps be inferred 
that he believed Plato to have held that as for the essence 
of God it is even impossible to find it and not merely not to 
declare it to others. But, as against this, there is the passage 
in which he tries to show how “all Greeks and barbarians,” 
that is, all Greek and barbarian philosophers, acknowledge 
the existence of a God “whose nature is not only invisible 
by the eye but also hard to guess by the mind.” It will be 
noticed that with reference to the eye he says here that 
God’s nature is “invisible” (Aoparos) and not merely “hard 
to see” (3i;<r6paTos), whereas with reference to the mind he 
says that it is only “hard to guess” (SvarSiraixTos) but not 
“unguessable” (iriiroo-ros) or “incomprehensible” (&/card- 

3 ^ Cf. above, p. 73. 

37 Spec. II, 29, 165. 
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XijiTTos).^* Is it not possible that his choice of words here 
was deliberate, because, to him, while philosophers have 
indeed the conception of a God whose nature is “invisible” 
and “hard to guess,” they have no conception of a God whose 
nature is absolutely “incomprehensible”? But, however 
that may be, Philo was either giving new emphasis to a view 
which he considered as being implicit in the views of phi- 
losophers or else he was giving utterance to an entirely new 
view. In either case, we must probe for the reason of his 
new view, or of his new emphasis upon a view of which he 
thought to have found corroboration in the teachings of the 
philosophers. 

The explanation, we shall now try to show, is suggested 
by Philo himself in two passages. 

In one of these passages Philo shows how, starting with 
the philosophic principle of the incorporeality of God, 
which to him was also a scriptural principle, he arrives by 
the aid of scriptural verses at the principles of the unknow- 
ability and unnamability of God. The passage is a homily 
on the verse “And the Lord was seen by Abraham and said 
to him, ‘I am thy God.’ ” Commenting upon this verse, 
he first tries to disabuse the reader of the thought that God 
was seen by Abraham in the literal sense of the term. “Do 
not suppose,” he says, “that the vision was presented to the 
eyes of the body, for they see only the objects of sense and 
those are composite, brimful of corruptibility, while the 
divine is uncompounded and incorruptible.” The vision 
of God here means, he argues, a mental vision, for “it is 
natural that an intelligible object can be apprehended only 

3 * Philo sometimes applies to God the terms BviTTSTraa-ros Kal dvtrKar&XijirTos 
{Spec^ I, 6, 32) and also the terms dvaSparos Kal Bva’T67ra<rTos (Praem, 6, 38). But, 
strictly speaking, God is to him both hhparoi and kKarUXniirrcs^ 

« Gen. 17; I. 

Mut, 1, 3. 
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by the mind.'*' Up to this point, it will be noticed, his in- 
terpretation of the verses contains nothing which is not in 
complete harmony with philosophic reasoning. For given 
a God who is incorporeal and uncompounded. He cannot 
be perceived by the senses. Whatever conception one forms 
of it must be only in the mind. Plato and Aristotle and 
others have said that much. 

But then Philo goes further and maintains that God can- 
not be apprehended by any man, not only as an object of 
sense but even as an object of intelligence, “for we have in 
us no organ by which we can envisage it, neither in sense, 
for it is not perceptible by sense, nor yet in mind.” ^ This 
is quite evidently going beyond what is warranted by purely 
logical reasoning from the philosophic principle of the in- 
corporeality of God. No philosopher, as we have seen, ever 
said so explicitly. Philo himself seems to have been con- 
scious of the fact that he was going here beyond philosophy 
or, at least, beyond the explicit statements of philosophers, 
and so he hastens to support his view by scriptural verses. 
The scriptural verses which he quotes are “Moses went into 
the thick darkness, where God was ” and “Thou shalt see 
what is behind Me, but My face thou shalt not see.” 
From these verses he infers that God “by His very nature 
cannot be seen,” by which he means that God cannot be 
comprehended by the mind. Once he has established the 
incomprehensibility of God by these verses, he derives 
therefrom the impossibility of naming God, for “it is a logi- 
cal consequence that no proper name even can be appro- 
priately assigned to the truly existent,” and in proof of 

4 * Ibid.y 6. 

42 Ibid. 2, 7. 

43 Exod. 20; 21; MuU 2, 7; cf. Post. 5, 14. 

44 Exod. 33; 23; Mut. 2, 9; cf. Spec. I, 8, 4i~49; 5, 16. 

4s Mut. 2, 9. 46 Ibid. 2, II. 
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this he says: “Note that when the prophet desires to know 
what he must answer to those who ask about His name He 
says ‘I am He that is,’ which is equivalent to ‘My nature 
is to be, not to be spoken.’ ” Another proof-text quoted 
by him is the verse “I appeared to Abraham, Isaac and 
Jacob as their God, but my name Lord I did not reveal to 
them.” And once he has established the unnamability of 
God by these verses, he derives therefrom the incompre- 
hensibility of God, arguing that “indeed, if He is unnam- 
able. He is also inconceivable and incomprehensible.” 
One may perhaps find a sort of circle in his reasoning here. 
Starting first with scriptural verses which he interprets to 
mean that God is incomprehensible, he derives therefrom 
that God is also unnamable. Then, supporting his logical 
conclusion that God is unnamable by a verse which ex- 
plicitly says that the name of God was not revealed to those 
to whom He appeared, he derives therefrom that God is 
also incomprehensible. Probably what Philo means to say 
is that the incomprehensibility and the unnamability of 
God are logically implied in one another and that both of 
them rest primarily upon scriptural verses. As for these 
scriptural verses, it will be noticed, the ones which serve him 
as a proof-text for the unnamability of God are more ex- 
plicit than the one which serves him as a proof-text for the 
incomprehensibility of God, and, consequently, even though 
the latter verse is quoted by him first, it is the former verse, 
that about the unnamability of God, which may be con- 
sidered as the primary basis of his view about the incom- 
prehensibility of God. 

The verse “ but my name Lord I did not reveal to them ” 
is thus the basis of Philo’s view that God is unnamable. 


^7 Exod. 3: 14, 
MuL 2, II. 


Exod. 6:3; MuU 2, 13. 
s® MuU 3, 15. 
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whence also his view, stated more generally, that God is 
incomprehensible and ineffable. 

But besides this verse, which is quoted by him for that 
purpose, Philo must have found support for his view in sev- 
eral legal prohibitions in the Pentateuch. 

First, there is the law which is described by Philo as a 
prohibition against naming (r6 dvon&^eiv) God.®* The law, 
as it reads in Hebrew, is usually translated; “And he that 
blasphemeth the name of the Lord, he shall surely be put to 
death.” ®® Now the Hebrew word nakah which is translated 
here “blaspheme” means both “to name” and “to curse.” 
While in the Mishnah it is taken in the sense of “to curse,” ®® 
in the Aramaic version, called Targum Onkelos, it is taken 
in the sense of “to name.” In the Septuagint, just as in 
Targum Onkelos, the law reads; “Whoever names the name 
of the Lord shall die.” Drawing upon this translation of 
the verse,®^ Philo interprets the law to apply to those “who 
out of volubility of tongue have spoken unseasonably 
and being too free of words have repeated carelessly the 
most holy and divine name of God.” ®® By “ the most holy 
and divine name of God” he means the name YHVH, 
commonly pronounced Jehovah, which in Jewish tradi- 
tional literature is described as the quadriliteral name ®® or 
the proper name ®'' or the distinctive name.®® Philo simi- 
larly refers to that name as the quadriliteral {rerpayp&n- 
parov) name ®’ or the proper name {idipiov 6vopa),^ dis- 

s* Mos. II5 37, 204. 53 Lev. 24: 16. 

« M. SanhedrtnYTLy 5; targum pseudo^Jonathaiiy Lev. 24: 16. 

54 Mos, II, 37, 203. 55 Tbid,y 208. 

s 5 ^iddushtn 71a: shem hen arha* oUyyoU 

57 Sanhedrin 60a: shem ha-meyukad, 

55 St/re Num, § 39, F, p. 12a, H, p. 43: shem ha-meforash, 

59 Mos. II, 23, 115; 26, 132. 

MuU 2, II, 13, 14; Somn, 1,39, 230; but in Ahr, 24,121, the name **He that is” 
(d &v) of £xod. 3: 14 is described by him as the Khpujv 6 vofia of God, probably mean- 
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tingulshing it from the many other forms of the name 
(xoXuJw'u/tov 6vona) of God.®* Following again Jewish tradi- 
tion, according to which this quadriliteral name was not to 
be pronounced except by the high priest in the temple,®* 
Philo also refers to that name as that “which only those 
whose ears and tongues are purified may hear or speak in the 
holy place, and no other person, nor in any other place at 
aU.” ®» 

Second, any name of God, which, as distinguished from 
the proper name of God, is described by Philo as a title 
(kX^o-is),®^ cannot, according to him, be taken in vain, when 
there is no need for it, as, for instance, in the case of an oath 
which, though true, is superfluous. Philo derives it from the 
third of the ten commandments, “Thou shalt not take the 
name of the Lord thy God in vain,” ®s which, as a purely 
legal prohibition, is taken by him to refer to the taking of the 
name of God in a false oath.®® The same disapproval of the 
purposeless use of the name of God is reflected also among 
the Talmudic rabbis, when on the basis of the third com- 
mandment they prohibit the purposeless pronouncement of 
benedictions which contain the name of God.®^ 

Third, there is the law against blasphemy,®* which, ac- 

ing thereby that that name is to be taken as though it were God^s proper name (cf. 
Muf^ 2,12), I do not think Siegfried (p. 203) is right in inferring from this passage 
that Philo takes the name Jehovah to mean the same as the name *‘He that is.” 
On the contrary, he always distinguishes between these two names. 

^ DicaA 19, 94. 

^ Sifre Num, § 39, F, p. laa; H, p. 43; M. Soiah VII, 6; M. *Tamid VII, 2. 

Mas, II, 23, 114; BecaL 19, 93-94. 

BecaL 17, 83. 

Exod. 20: 7; Deut. 5: ii; cf. BecaL 19, 92--93. 

^ BecaL 17, 82-18, 91; cf. Belkin, Philo and the Oral Law (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1940), pp, 140 ff. 

^7 Berakot^ja; Jer. BerakotNly i, loa. Among post-Talmudic authorities the 
question was raised whether this prohibition is meant to be Biblical or only rabbini- 
cal (cf, Magen Abraham on Shulhan *Aruk Orak Hayyim^ § 215). 

Lev. 24: 15; Exod. 33: 27. 
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cording to Philo, is a law prohibiting the cursing or reviling 
even of the deities of other nations.**’ This law against 
blasphemy means, according to him, as may be gathered 
from his discussion of the subject, not only that one is not 
to curse and revile a god or other gods, but also, at least 
morally, that one is not “to treat lightly or disregardfuUy 
(iiKojeiv) the name ‘god’ in general” or to apply to God 
descriptions which other nations are in the habit of applying 
to their gods.^^ 

From all this Philo must have gathered that it was highly 
difficult, and well-nigh impossible, to speak of God or to 
describe Him in words. To describe Him by His proper 
name is not allowed outside the temple. To describe Him 
by any of the other of His generally accepted titles is not 
allowed except in the case of some special occasion, when it 
serves some useful purpose. To describe Him by any other 
terms may always raise the question whether thereby one 
does not treat the name of God lightly and disregardfuUy and 
hence, morally at least, commit the sin of blasphemy. To 
Philo, with his belief in the absolute incorporeality and 
simplicity and unlikeness of God, the description of God in 
terms by which one does usually describe corporeal and 
compound beings would mean, at least in a moral sense, the 
treatment of the name of God lightly, disregardfuUy, and 
blasphemously. It is exactly this kind of reasoning that is 
employed later by Maimonides in rejecting the application 
to God of any predicates which are inappropriate descrip- 
tions of His nature. The appUcation of such predicates to 
God, he says, “is not an ordinary sin, but the sin of reviling 
and blaspheming committed unwittingly.” 

It is thus the principle of the unnamabiUty of God, ex- 


«> Mos. II, 38, 405: Spec. I, 9, 53. 
7 " Mos. II, 38, 405. 
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pressed in Scripture in a variety of ways, that was taken by 
Philo to imply that God is incomprehensible. But once he 
has found the implication of the principle of the incompre- 
hensibility of God in the scriptural teaching as to the un- 
namability of God, he comes to find the same implication 
also in the scriptural teaching as to the unlikeness of God, 
though in its primary sense, as we have seen, it implies only 
that God is incorporeal. Thus, commenting upon the verse 
“How dreadful is this place,” he says that the verse refers 
to the question of the whereabouts of God, and he mentions 
two views on the subject. “Some say that everything that 
subsists occupies some space, and of these one allots to the 
Existent One this space, another that, whether inside the 
world or a space outside it in the interval between worlds. 
Others maintain that the Uncreated resembles nothing 
among created things, but so completely transcends them 
that even the swiftest understanding falls far short of ap- 
prehending Him and acknowledges its failure.” Here then 
the principle of the unlikeness of God, which is a scriptural 
principle, is taken as the basis of the principle of the in- 
comprehensibility of God. But there is more than that to 
this passage. The exponents of the first view which he men- 
tions are the Stoics and Epicureans.^® Consequently the 
exponents of the view which he opposes to that of the 
Stoics and Epicureans must also be some Greek philosophers. 
Now, as we have seen, no Greek philosopher before Philo has 
ever said explicitly that God is incomprehensible. But it is 
possible, as we have suggested,’® that Philo has read into 
those philosophers, such as Plato and Aristotle, who be- 
lieved in the incorporeality and simplicity of God, his own 
belief, derived by him from Scripture, as to the unlikeness 


Gen. a8: 17. 
Somn. 1 , 3a, 184. 


75 Cf. above, I, 176. 
7 ® Cf. above, p. 118. 
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and the incomprehensibility of God. Or, it is possible that in 
his reference here to philosophers who maintain that “The 
Uncreated is like nothing among created things” Philo had in 
mind specifically the statement reported in the name of Antis- 
thenes to the effect that “God does not become known from an 
image, nor is He seen with eyesj He is like no one. Wherefore 
no man can come to the knowledge of Him from an image.” 
But it will be noticed that this statement of Antisthenes by itself 
does not say that, because of His unlikeness to anything corpo- 
real, God cannot be comprehended even by the mind. All he 
says is that “no man can come to the knowledge of Him from an 
image,” which may merely mean that God cannot be adequately 
described in terms borrowed from corporeal objects. Philo’s 
additional inference, in the statement quoted, that, because of 
His unlikeness to any created being, God is incomprehensible 
even to the mind is a view at which he has arrived, as we have 
been trying to show, by reasoning from his own combination of 
the scriptural principle of their xinlikeness of God with the 
scriptural principle of the unnamability of God. 

In the light of “all that we have said, we can reconstruct the 
mental processes by which Philo must have arrived at the view 
of the uimamability and unknowability of God. From philo- 
sophic sources he derived the belief that God is incorporeal and 
hence indivisible and simple. With this philosophic belief he 
identified the scriptural teaching of the unlikeness of God. Now 
this principle of incorporeality would on purely philosophic 
grounds explicitly exclude only such compositions in the divine 
nature as what philosophers would call (a) body and soul, (b) the 
four elements, (c) substance and accident, and (d) matter and 
form. It would not of itself exclude the distinction of genus and 


77 F. W. A. Mullach, Fragmenta Philosophorum Graecorum II, p. 277, no. 24. 
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species, and hence it would not exclude definition and hence 
also it would not of itself lead to the indescribability and 
unknowability of God. But in Scripture Philo has found 
(a) statements to the eflFect that God has not revealed His 
name to those to whom He appeared and also (b) laws pro- 
hibiting (i ) to mention the proper name of God, (a) to take 
in vain any other name of God and (3) treat lightly the 
word “ God ” in general. Scripture thus teaches the doctrine 
of the unnamability of God. This scriptural doctrine of the 
unnamability of God logically led him to the doctrine of the 
indefinability of God and the indefinability of God logically 
led him to the doctrine of the incomprehensibility of God, 
and once he arrived at the incomprehensibility of God, he 
found corroboration for it, by means of interpretation, in 
the verse “Moses went into the thick darkness, where God 
was.” Then, having arrived at the doctrine of the incom- 
prehensibility of God, he is led to extend the meaning of the 
scriptural doctrine of the unlikeness of God to include also 
His incomprehensibility; but, inasmuch as the scriptural 
doctrine of unlikeness has already been identified by him 
with the philosophic principle of incorporeality and sim- 
plicity, he is thus also led to ascribe the principle of the 
incomprehensibility of God to all those Greek philosophers 
who believed in God’s incorporeality and simplicity. 

IV. Divine Properties 

The principles of the unnamability and the unlikeness of 
God would inevitably lead to the conclusion that God could 
be described only by terms which state directly His unlike- 
ness to other beings, such, for instance, as unborn 
unbribable (aSiKaaros),’* incomprehensible (dKardXijirros),* 

* Mos, II, 32, 171. 

^ Cher, 5, 17, 


3 Defer, 24, 89. 
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unnamable {&KaTov6iJ,a(TTos),* invisible (oAparos),^ uncir- 
cumscribable (&ireplypa<f)os)y^ ineffable (S.pprjros),’^ and incom- 
parable (cLaijyKpirPs),^ all of which are used by Philo himself. 
In Scripture, however, and following Scripture also in Philo, 
God is described also by many positive terms, such as good 
and great and merciful and their like, each of which by the 
very nature of language names God and affirms something 
about God and thereby implies a likeness between God and 
other beings. Philo himself refers to all these terms applied 
to God as the “multiform name of God” (to9 Beov iroXud;- 
vvpav 6vopa)J What then is the meaning of all these terms 
or names by which God is described? In other words what 
is the meaning of the anthropomorphisms in Scripture? 

The problem of anthropomorphisms was not new with 
Philo. It appeared in Greek religion prior to Philo and in 
Palestinian Judaism prior to, and also independently of, 
Philo. The origin of the problem, however, differed in each 
of these religions. In Greek religion the rise of the problem 
of anthropomorphisms was due to the impact of philosophy 
upon popular conceptions of the gods; -there was nothing in 
the teachings of popular religion itself which would impel its 
adherents to raise any objections to the use of anthropo- 
morphic descriptions of the gods. In Judaism, however, the 
rise of the problem was not due to the impact of any ex- 
ternal system of thought; it arose out of an inner contra- 
diction which native Jewish speculation could not help 
noticing in Scripture between its doctrine of the unlikeness 
of God on the one hand and its use of anthropomorphic 
descriptions of God on the other. An echo of the dilemma 
confronted by those who first began to speculate about the 


* Somn, I, II, 67. 
s Cher* 30, loi. 
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tenets of Judaism is resounded by later rabbis who on meet- 
ing in the Book of Ezekiel " with an anthropomorphic ex- 
pression exclaimed: “Great is the boldness of the prophets 
who describe God by the likeness of the creature.” " The 
boldness which they found in the use of anthropomorphism 
was that it seemed to infringe upon the prohibition to liken 
God to any other being. Then, again, in Greek religion, the 
objections to anthropomorphisms on philosophic grounds 
led either to a rejection of the popular deities altogether or to 
a transformation, by the allegorical method, of the popular 
deities into philosophic entities or concepts. In native 
Judaism, the objection to anthropomorphisms on the ground 
of the scriptural doctrine of the unlikeness of God merely led 
to the general explanation that anthropomorphic expressions 
are not to be taken literally, and that they are used in 
Scripture only’^as a practical pedagogical device to instruct 
the people in^the knowledge of the ways of God in the 
world. “We describe God by terms borrowed from His 
creations in order to cause them to sink into the ear.” 
More particularly, the various anthropomorphic descriptions 
of God are said to have as their purpose the teaching of moral 
lessons to men.** 

Philo, on the whole, starts out on the problem of the pred- 
ications of God, as in native Jewish tradition, with a dis- 
cussion of its relation to the principle of the unlikeness of 
God and, again, as in native Jewish tradition, he justifies the 
use of anthropomorphic descriptions of God on the ground 
of their pedagogical value. 

Throughout Scripture, says Philo, two conflicting tend- 

EzeL 1 : 0.6, 

Genesis Rahhah 27, i; cf. above, I, 135. 

« Mekilta^ Bahodesh^ 4, F, p. 65a; W, p, 73b; HR, p. 215; L, II, aai; cf. above, 

1. 135- 

*3 Cf. above, 1 , 272. 
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encies are to be discerned. One of these insists upon the un- 
likeness of God to anything else, the chief expression of 
which Philo finds in the statement that “ God is not man ” 
which in the Septuagint version from which Philo quotes 
reads: “God is not as man.” The other assmnes a likeness 
between God and other beings, which is evidenced by the 
numerous anthropomorphic terms predicated of God in 
Scripture and of which the chief expression quoted by Philo 
is the statement, which reads; “The Lord thy God bore thee, 
as a man doth bear his son.” ** Of these two statements, he 
says, the former “is introduced for the instruction of the 
many,” for all such anthropomorphical expressions are said 
“for the sake of instruction and admonition, and not be- 
cause God is really such by nature.” 

Thus on purely scriptural grounds the problem of the 
divine predicates presents itself to Philo merely as a prob- 
lem of the apparent contradiction between a God who is 
said to be unlike any of His creatures and descriptions of 
that God which liken Him to His creatures. By declaring 
that these predicates are not meant to be taken literally and 
that they are used only for the purpose of instruction, the 
problem, in its scriptural aspect, is solved for him. But 
Philo is also a philosopher, and as a philosopher he has 
already presented all the teachings of Scripture concerning 
God and the world and man in the language of philosophy. 
Now in dealing with the terms which Scripture predicates 
of God he is also going to present the matter in the language 
of philosophy. In this new presentation of the problem he 
will aim to establish two things. To begin with, the terms 
predicated of God are to be interpreted in such a way as not 

^ Num, 23: 19. 

IS BeuU I; 31. 

^ ImmuL II, 53-54; cf. Sacr, 30, loi. 
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to infringe upon the scriptural doctrine of the unlikeness of 
God, with all the philosophic implications he has read into 
it — the implications of incorporeality and simplicity and 
unknowability. Then, also, however these terms may be 
interpreted, their new interpretation must not deny of God 
any of those elements of freedom and power of action by 
which his conception of God is distinguished from the God 
of the philosophers with whom, in a general way, he is willing 
to identify the God of Scripture. 

In dealing with the problem of anthropomorphisms phil- 
osophically, Philo will start with the assumption that all 
the terms which are predicated of God must be regarded in 
their relation to God after the manner of what philosophers 
at his time, following Aristotle, regarded as relations which 
are to obtain between the predicate and the subject in a 
logical proposition. The problem of the divine predicates, 
as it presents itself to him as a philosopher, is therefore a 
problem of the relation of the terms applied to God as pred- 
icables to God who is their subject. Now in Aristotle pred- 
icables in their relation to the subject may be one of the 
following four: property or definition or genus or accident.*^ 
While Philo does not formally investigate the question 
whether any of the terms predicated of God can be any of 
these four Aristotelian predicables, he has said enough on 
this subject to indicate that the problem was in his mind. 
That they cannot be accidents is quite clear from his denial 
of the corporeality of God and from his assertion that God 
is without human shape and without human passions.^* 
Human shape and human passions are what Aristotle would 
classify under accidents.** That they are not genera or 
species is also quite clear from his denial that God can be 

^7 ^ opica 1, 4, loib, 

Cf. above, pp. 98, 104-106. *5 Categ, 8, 9b, 33'ioa, 16. 
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described by generic or specific terms.*® By the process of 
elimination, then, the predicates of God logically can be 
nothing but what Aristotle calls property. And so we find 
that Philo repeatedly uses the term property (HSioy) as a 
description of the terms predicated of God in their relation 
to their subject.” 

With the aid of what we know about the philosophic im- 
plications of the term property we may now try to recon- 
struct what was in the mind of Philo when he spoke of the 
terms predicated of God as properties of God. 

The term “property,” in the fixed Aristotelian terminol- 
ogy which was already known to Philo, was used in contrast 
to such universal terms as genus, specific difference, and 
definition. A term predicated of a thing as a “property,” 
says Aristotle, “belongs to that thing alone,” ” for “no one 
calls anything a property which may possibly belong to 
something else.” ** A property is therefore also said by 
Aristotle to distinguish the thing of which it is predicated 
from everything else.®^ Hence he maintains that when the 
predicate is a property it must not contain “any such term 
as is a universal attribute (Svoixa 8 waciv w&pxet)-” Con- 
sequently Aristotle lays down the rule that a property is not 
a definition inasmuch as definition shows the essence of a 
thing (t8 tI fjv elyat cnj/iafowj'),** but “ the property of a thing 
ought not to show its essence” (oi Set Sii\ovv t6 tI elvaC).*’’ 
Nor can a property be a differentia (Sia^pA), for a differentia 
is predicated of a thing accprding to participation (Kara 
ijAde^iv), that is to say, the subject is conceived as partak- 
ing of that predicate, and that “which is predicated of a sub- 


Cf. above, pp. io8-iio. 
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ject according to participation is a constituent part of its 
essence,” but a property is predicated of a subject 
neither according to participation nor as showing the es- 
sence.*’ Reflecting all this, Philo says that the properties 
(lSi6ri?Ta) of a thing are distinguished from its qualities 
(mioT^rm), inasmuch as qualities are shared by it in com- 
mon with others,*® whereas properties, by implication, are 
not shared by it with others. When Philo therefore speaks 
of the terms predicated of God as properties of God he 
means to emphasize that they are not universal terms — 
genus or diflference or definition. 

In its relation to accident, though property is sometimes 
described by Aristotle as a sort of accident, it differs from 
accident in that it belongs to the subject in virtue of its 
own essence (icaB’ o6t 6).** This belonging to the subject in 
virtue of its own essence, however, does not make property 
a definition, for the latter not only belongs to the subject in 
virtue of its own essence but also is in its essence {iv rg 
oixrLq.).^ Thus, for instance, it is a property of a triangle that 
its angles are equal to two right angles, but this equation is 
not included in the definition of a triangle.** Again, unlike 
accident, which can never be eternal, property can be eternal, 
provided the subject to which it belongs is eternal.*^ As an 
illustration of an eternal property Aristotle mentions the 
terms “immortal living being” in their application to God.** 
When Philo therefore speaks of the terms predicated of God 
as properties of God he means, again, to emphasize that 
they are not accidents. 

This is exactly what Philo means when he says that in 
philosophic terminology all the predicates of God are 

»» Ihd. V, 4, 133b, 36-i33a, i. ^ IMd., 31-32. 
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^ 3> 13* 32--33; cf. l^opica V, i, laSb, 16-17. 

Metaph , V, 30, 1025a, 30-34. 3s <Ioptca V, i, 128b, 19-20. 



THE UNKNOWABILITY OF GOD 133 

properties. They are properties in the sense that, while 
they must necessarily be assumed to belong to the essence 
of God, they do not tell us anything about the essence of 
God, for this, according to him, must remain unknown. 
They are properties also in the sense that they are not ac- 
cidents, for these God, as an incorporeal being, cannot 
possess. For the conception of divine predicates as prop- 
erties Philo may have found for himself support in Aristotle’s 
statement that “life also belongs (pTr&pxei) to God; for the 
actuality of thought is life, and God is that actuality; for 
the essential actuality of God according to its essence (koA’ 
aMip) is most good and eternal.” The expression “accord- 
ing to essence,” as we have seen, is used by Aristotle as a 
designation of property.*^ But another question must have 
arisen in the mind of Philo. The essence of God is one and 
simple and consequently whatever belongs to it as a property 
must be one and simple, for, if you assume that He has many 
properties, then you will have to say either that His essence 
is not one or simple or that some of these properties do not 
belong to Him in virtue of His essence, in the latter case 
they would be not properties but accidents. How could one 
therefore explain the multiplicity of properties which Scrip- 
ture predicates of God ? In answer to this Philo reduces all 
the properties predicated of God to only single property, 
that of acting. Whatever property Scripture predicates of 
God it is only a different phase of one single property, and 
that one single property is the property of God to act. For 
action is in true sense of the term a property only of God, 
no other being possesses such a property. “It is the property 
of God to act ( t 6 TToieij'),” he says, “which property,” he 
adds, “we do not ascribe to any created being, for the 

3« Metaph, XII, 7, 1072b, 26-28. 
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property of the created is to suffer action (t6 ■jrio-xetv).” 
To act is thus a property of God in the sense that it is not a 
universal, inasmuch as nothing shares with Him in it. 
Moreover it is a property of God also in the sense that it is 
not an accident, for “ God never pauses in His activity,” 
but He is “ever active,” ^ and an accident, as we have seen, 
as distinguished from a property, cannot last forever.''* The 
ever-activity of God is also expressed by him in his state- 
ment that “unchangeableness is the property of God.” 

As a further description of this property of God to act 
Philo says of it that it is the source of all action in the 
world. “Even as it is the property of fire to burn and of 
snow to chill, so it is the property of God to act; nay more 
by far, inasmuch as He is to all besides the source of action.”^* 
Now, in Aristotle, to be the source of movement or change 
in another thing is described by the term “power” (S6 j'om«), 
for “power,” he says, “means a source of movement or 
change which is in another thing than the thing moved.” 
What Aristotle says of the source of movement or change in 
another thing, Philo could reasonably argue, would also be 
true of the source of action in another thing and conse- 
quently since the property of God to act is the source of 
action in other things that property to act may be called 
power. Plato, too, as we have seen, uses the term power as 
a description of the causative aspect of the ideas. Philo 
accordingly calls the properties of God, which are His prop- 
erties to act and to be the source of action in others, by the 
term “powers.” “It is impious and false,” he says, to con- 
ceive of God as being in a state of “complete inactivity,” 
when “we ought on the contrary to be astounded at His 

3 « QiT. 24, 77. 4» All. II, 9, 33. 

3 » Leg. All. I, 3, 5. « Leg. All. I, 3, 5. 
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erties” (olKeLbmjros).^^ Here then we have all the three 
characteristic terms used by Philo, “names,” “powers,” 
“property.” ** More directly is the term power applied by 
Philo to the names of God, and hence to the properties of 
God, in his discussion of the two names by which God is 
called in the Septuagint, namely, Theos, God, corresponding 
to the Hebrew Elohim, and Kyrios, Lord, corresponding to 
the Hebrew Jehovah. The term Theos is taken by him as 
a designation of the “creative power” {TotriTiKii dh>aij,is)y so 
that “‘lam thy God’ is equivalent to ‘I am thy maker and 
creator.’ ” *■* This etymologizing on the Greek term Behs re- 
flects Herodotus, -who derives it from rlBrifu, to put, to 
make. Plato derives it from Bka, to run.^^ But inasmuch as 
God’s creative power is identified with His goodness, he also 
says that “ God is the name of goodness.” The term 
Kyrios, on the other hand, which in the Septuagint translates 
the Hebrew Adonai, the spoken substitute for the Tetra- 
grammaton Jehovah, is taken by him to indicate “author- 
ity” (4Jou<rfa)®* or the royal power {Siva/us This 

on the whole represents a Jewish tradition on these two 
names of God, and especially one version, the older one, of 
that tradition. According to this tradition, in its old ver- 
sion, the name Elohim means the measure of goodness and 
the name Jehovah means the measure of punishment.*® But 
as in native Jewish tradition, where the name Jehovah, de- 
spite its being taken as designating a divine “measure” or 
property, is also taken as the distinctive, ineflFable name of 
God, so also in Philo, despite its being taken, in its translated 

5 * Diogenes, VII, 147. olKei6T7js « ibt6rij5, 
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Greek form, as designating the divine property of authority, 
it is also taken by him, in its original Hebrew form, as we 
have seen above, in the sense of the proper ineffable name 
of God.®* 

The view arrived at by Philo that all the terms predicated 
of God are properties and that they are properties which ex- 
press the one and all-comprehensive property of God, that of 
His power to act, removes from them the stigma of their be- 
ing generic terms or accidental terms, or of their implying a 
multiplicity in God. But another question arises. Every 
action of an agent upon a patient establishes a relation be- 
tween them, a relation which in Aristotle is designated as 
the relation of agent to patient or the active to the pas- 
sive.®® Every such relation, however, according to Aristotle, 
establishes also a reciprocal dependence between the correla- 
tives, for relative terms of this kind are, according to him, 
called relative “because each derives that which it is from 
reference to another,” ®s so that “the servant is said to be 
servant of the master, and the master, master of the serv- 
ant.” ®® Consequently, in predicating of God terms which 
establish a relation between Him as active and other objects 
as passive, it would mean that God’s activity is dependent 
upon something else. But this is contradictory to the principle 
of the self-sufficiency of God, “ for the Existent considered as 
existent is not relative; He is full of himself and He is suffi- 
cient for himself. It was so before the creation of the world, 
and is equally so after the creation of all that is. He cannot 

Cf. above, pp. 121--122. 

There is no ground for Siegfried’s inference (p. 203) that Philo had no knowU 
edge of the fact that the Hebrew Jehovah, of which he speaks as the proper name of 
God, is the same as the Greek “Lord” which he takes to be a “power” of God. 
The same two uses of the term, as we have seen, are to be found also in rabbinic 
literature. 

^3 I^hys, III, I, 2oob, 30. 

Metaph^ V, 15, 1020b, 28-30. 


^3 Ibid,^ 1021 a, 26-28. 
^ Categ, 7, 6b, 28-30. 
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change nor alter and needs nothing else at aU, so that all 
things are His but He himself in the proper sense belongs to 
none.” In answer to this difficulty Philo maintains that 
all those properties which indicate action, while they estab- 
lish a relation, the relation is not to be understood to be a 
reciprocal relation: the suffering action by the patient indeed 
depends upon the agent, but the activity of the agent does 
not depend upon the patient. In the strictly logical sense, 
therefore, such a non-reciprocal relation is not a true rela- 
tion; Philo consequently describes it as a j'z^fljf-relation 
(&ffavel Tvpbt ti).®* It is called a relation only because in 
ordinary speech the activity of an agent upon a patient, 
analogous to that of God, who is the “Father” (tot^p), 
“Maker” {joi’qTijs), and “Artificer” {Srjpiovpybs)^^ of the 
world, upon the world, is called relation and such a relation 
is reciprocal in the same way as “a king is king of someone 
and a benefactor is the benefactor of someone.” In reality, 
however, the activity of God is not dependent upon anything 
outside of God. Like the essence of God it is self-sufficient; 
it is an activity which is absolute and in the real sense not 
relative; it is an activity peculiar to God, a property of God 
in which nothing else shares. 

V. The Essence of the Created Powers 

The Powers of God in the sense of the property of God to 
act, as we have seen, are not distinct from the essence of 
God, and if the essence of God, as it is assumed by Philo, is 
unknowable, then the powers of God are also unknowable 
in their essence. They are known to us only through the 

Mut. 4, 27-28; cf. above, I, 172. 

** Mut, 4, Cf. Drummond, II, 48-49; Colson, ad loc, 

Mut, 4, 2 g, 

7 ® Ibid,y 128. 
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effect which they produce in the world, for the world itself 
in its totality came into being as a result of God’s power or 
property to act. But, according to Philo, when God, by the 
determination of His will, decided to create the world. He 
created prior to it an intelligible world consisting of intel- 
ligible beings called ideas. These ideas have been endowed by 
God with some part of that power to act which had ex- 
isted in Him as a property from eternity. The ideas are 
therefore called also powers; they are, however, only created 
powers and, unlike the powers in the sense of eternal prop- 
erties, they are distinct from God.* Of these created powers 
there are, according to Philo, two kinds: first, incorporeal 
powers or ideas, and, second, powers immanent in the phys- 
ical world.® The question may therefore arise, with regard 
to these created powers, whether, like God, they are un- 
known in their essence or, unlike God, they are known in 
their essence. 

The question is dealt with by Philo in his homily on the 
second prayer of Moses. In that second prayer, as will be 
recalled, Moses asks God, according to the Septuagint ver- 
sion used by Philo, “ Reveal thyself {fftambv) to me.” * To 
this God answers, “Thou shalt see what are behind Me, but 
My face shall not be beheld by thee.” * The meaning of 
these verses is discussed by Philo in five places in his writ- 
ings. We shall examine them one by one. 

In one passage, he starts with the statement that God, to 
whom he refers as “He who exists in truth ” (t6 vpbs iXiideiav 
6v), is perceived and known “with the eyes of the under- 
standing, from the cosmic powers and from the constant and 
ceaseless motion of His innumerable works.” * Then, quot- 

* Cf. above, I, 220-222, 

‘ Cf. above, 1 , 327, 343 - 345 - ■* Exod. 33: 23. 

3 Exod. 33: 18. 3 Post. 48, 167. 
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ing the verse “See, see that I am,” ® he argues from the fact 
that God did not say “See Me” that God’s statement means 
“ Behold My existence, for it is quite enough for a man’s 
reasoning faculty to advance as far as to learn that the cause 
of the universe is and exists.” ’’ Then, also, quoting God’s 
answer to Moses’ second prayer, he says: “This meant, that 
all that follows in the wake of God is within the good man’s 
apprehension, while He himself alone is incomprehensible — 
but He may become perceived and known * by the powers 
that follow and attend Him, for these make evident not 
His essence but Ebs existence from the things which He ac- 
complishes.” ® Here in this passage he quite clearly dis- 
tinguishes between God who is incomprehensible and the 
powers who are comprehensible, from which it may be in- 
ferred that the powers, unlike God, are comprehensible in 
their essence. 

In a second passage, in the same treatise, Philo men- 
tions the powers but says nothing about the question of the 
comprehensibility of their essence. In that passage the 
second prayer of Moses is explained as meaning that “he 
implored Him to reveal clearly His own nature,’’’ " and God’s 
answer is explained as meaning that “when therefore the 
God-loving soul probes the question of the essence {t6 tL 
hxTi) of the Existent Being, he enters on an obscure and dark 
subject of investigation from which the greatest benefit that 
accrues to him is to comprehend that God, as to His es- 
sence (rd etmi), is utterly incomprehensible to any being.” ” 

« De«t. 32:39 (LXX). 

7 PoSf, 48, 168. 

* Wendland, followed by Colson, adds here the word But if the 

word &KordXT77rTos used previously by Philo refers to essence, then the word to be sup- 
plied here should be one that refers to existence and not to essence. Such a word 
should be a participle of KaravoeiirSai or ymplt&rBai mentioned previously in § 167. 

9 Post, 48, 169, or “they accomplish,” if the reading is afirots instead of 
Ibid, 4, 13. « Ibid, 5, 15. 
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But with regard to the powers, he merely says that “ though 
He is superior to that which He has created and external to 
itj none the less He filled the universe with himself, for He 
has caused His powers to extend themselves throughout the 
universe to its utmost bounds.” ” He does not say, however, 
whether they are known or unknown as to their essence. 

In a third passage, God’s answer to the second prayer of 
Moses is explained by Philo as follows: “He did not succeed 
in finding anything by search respecting the essence of Him 
that is,” for God told him that “it amply suffices the wise 
man to come to a knowledge of all the things that attend 
upon God, follow Him and are behind Him, but he who 
wishes to see the Supreme Essence, will be blinded by the 
rays that beam forth all around Him before he sees Him.” ** 
In this passage, too, there is a contrast between a knowledge 
of the essence of God and a knowledge of “all the things that 
attend upon God, follow Him and are behind Him,” that is. 
His powers, with the implication that the powers are known 
in their essence. 

The same implication is to be found in a fourth discus- 
sion of God’s answer to the second prayer of Moses. It is 
interpreted by him there to mean that “all below the Ex- 
istent, things corporeal and incorporeal alike, are available 
to the apprehension, even if they are not actually appre- 
hended as yet, but He alone by His very nature cannot be 
seen.” Here again there is a contrast with regard to the 
comprehensibility of their essence between God and “ things 
corporeal and incorporeal,” that is, the immanent powers in 
the visible world and the incorporeal powers in the intelligi- 
ble world, with the implication that the powers of either 
kind can be apprehended in their essence, “even if they are 

” Ihid,y 14; cf. above, I, 344. 

*3 Fug, 29, 165. 


^ Mut, 2, 9. 
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not actually apprehended as yet.” It is because the powers 
are as yet not actually apprehended that later in the same 
passage he says that “not even the powers who serve Him 
tell us their proper name.” Not to tell us their proper 
name means not to reveal to us their essence, and this re- 
fusal to reveal to us their essence is to be taken not as im- 
plying that their essence cannot be known but rather as im- 
plying that the knowledge of their essence is to be acquired 
by us only through study and research. 

As against at least three of these four passages there is a 
fifth passage in which he definitely says that the powers, like 
God, are unknown in their essence. In that passage, he 
starts with the verse “Reveal thyself to me.” From the 
words quoted here by Philo from the Septuagint it is not 
clear whether they are from verse 13 of chapter 33 in 
Exodus or from verse 18, but we take them to be a quotation 
from verse 18, in which the Hebrew reads, “Show me Thy 
glory,” and not from verse 13, in which the Hebrew reads, 
“Show me Thy ways,” that is to say, they are from the 
second prayer of Moses and not from the first.*® Comment- 
ing upon these words, Philo says; “In these words we may 
almost hear plainly the inspired cry ‘That Thou art and dost 
exist, of this the world has been my teacher and guide. . . . 
But what Thou art in Thy essence I desire to understand, 
yet find in no part of the All any to guide me to this knowl- 
edge.’ ” In view of the fact that God’s answer to Moses’ 
first prayer is interpreted by Philo to mean that God has 
offered Moses to be himself his guide to a knowledge of His 

“ lUd., 14. 

^ Colson (note on Spec, I, 8, 41) takes this to be a quotation of the first prayer 
of Moses contained in verse 13, but, as he himself has noted, the answer of God to 
this prayer as paraphrased by Philo is based upon verses 19-23, which follow the 
second prayer in verse 18. Cf. our analysis of Philo’s treatment of these two prayers 
of Moses above, pp. 86-87. Spec, I, 8, 4I. 
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existence/® Philo’s interpretation here of Moses’ second 
prayer makes Moses reject God’s offer, causing him to say 
to God that, as for a knowledge of His existence, he has 
already learned it by himself from the world, but that what 
he would like to have the direct help of God for is to attain 
to a knowledge of His essence. To this God’s answer, given 
by Philo without proof- text, is that “the apprehension of 
Me is something more than human nature, yea even the 
whole heaven and universe, will be able to contain.” The 
proof-text for this is, of course, the verse quoted in the other 
passages, “My face shall not be beheld by thee”“ or the 
verse, “Thou canst not see My face.” Then Philo makes 
Moses say: But I beseech Thee that I may at least see the 
glory (S 6 ^a) that surrounds Thee, and by Thy glory I under- 
stand the powers that keep guard around Thee.” “ No 
proof-text is quoted here by Philo. God’s answer to this is 
given by Philo again without proof-text. It contains the 
following statements: (i) “The powers which thou seekest 
to know are discerned not by sight but by mind even as I, 
whose they are, am discerned by mind and not by sight.” ** 
(2) “When I say ‘they are discerned by mind’ I speak not 
of those which are now actually apprehended by mind but 
mean that if these other powers could be apprehended it 
would not be by sense but by mind at its purest.” (3) “ Do 
not, then, hope to be ever able to apprehend Me or any of 
My powers in our essence.” (4) “But while in their es- 
sence they are beyond your apprehension, they nevertheless 
present to your sight a sort of impress and copy of their 
active working.” Here, then, Philo definitely states that 
the powers, like God, are not comprehensible in their essence. 

^ Cf. above, p. 86. ” Exod. 33: 20. »• liiJ. 

Spec. I, 8, 44. ” Spec. I, 8, 45. * Ih’S., 49. 

" Exod. 33: 23. liiel., 46. IHJ,, 47. 
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There is thus a change of view between at least three of 
the first four passages and the fifth passage. In the former, 
the powers are said to be knowable in their essence; in the 
latter, they are said to be unknowable in their essence. 
Without attempting to reconcile passages which obviously 
indicate a change of view,*’ we shall try to find out what was 
it that has brought about that change of view. This change 
of view must have undoubtedly come about as a result of a 
change in his interpretation of God’s answer to the second 
prayer of Moses. But what is it that has caused that change 
of interpretation ? 

Let us first examine the text of this second prayer. In the 
original Hebrew it reads; “Show us Thy glory.” Now the 
expression “glory of God” or “glory of the Lord” in Scrip- 
ture may mean two things. It may mean God himself and 
it may also mean something produced by God and distinct 
from Him.** These two meanings of the term glory in the 
verse in question are to be foimd in the two Greek trans- 
lations of that verse. One translation of this verse reads 
“Reveal thyself to me ” It is this verse and in this transla- 
tion that Philo, as we have tried to show, always quotes 
when he interprets it to be a prayer for God’s essence. The 
other translation of the verse reads, literally, as in the He- 
brew, “show me Thy glory.” *** 

Let us now assume that in those three of the first four 
passages in which the powers are explicitly said by him to 
be knowable in their essence, Philo took the second prayer 
of Moses to read “ Reveal thyself to me.” When therefore 
God in His answer said to him, again according to the Greek 


“7 Post,^ Fug, and Mut, were all written before Spec,, according to Cohn, or after 
Spec,, according to Massebieau and Br6hier (cf. references above, I, 87, n. i), 

Cf. G. B. Gray, “Glory,” Dictionary of the Bible, II, pp. 184-186. 

*9 See critical apparatus to Septuagint. 
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reading, “I will go before thee with My glory and I will call 
by My name the Lord before thee, and I will have mercy 
upon whom I please to have mercy . . . but, said He, thou 
canst not see My face . . . and when My glory is passing by, 
I will place thee in a cleft of the rock and cover thee with 
My hand over thee, until I pass by, then I will withdraw 
My hand and then thou shalt see what are behind Me but 
My face cannot be seen by thee,” he took this answer to 
mean that while My “face,” that is, my essence, cannot be 
known, My “glory” and “what are behind Me,” that is. 
My powers, can be known in their essence. 

Then let us assume that in the fifth passage, where the 
powers are said to "be unknown in their essence, Philo had 
before him the two Greek readings of this second prayer of 
Moses, one “Reveal thyself to me” and the other “show me 
Thy glory.” Let us also assume that he knew that these two 
Greek translations represented the two possible meanings of 
the underlying Hebrew word “glory.” Assuming all this, 
we can readily see how Philo, having before him a verse 
which in the original Hebrew lends itself to two interpreta- 
tions, interpreted the verse actually to contain two dis- 
tinct prayers, one for a knowledge of God’s essence and the 
other for a knowledge of God’^s glory, that is. His powers. 
This is an exegetical method which is quite common in tra- 
ditional Jewish interpretation of Scripture.** Since, there- 
fore, Philo took the second prayer of Moses in verse 18 to 
contain two distinct prayers, God’s answer to this double 
prayer was also taken by him to contain two distinct answers 
to the two prayers. The answer to the first prayer was 
taken by him to be contained in the verses “I will go before 

Exod. 33: 19-23. 

3 ^ As, for instance, the exegetical uses made in many places of the differences 
between the iere and the ketib or of the al tik,re\ cf., e.g., Baba l^amma lob. 
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thee with My glory and I will call by My name the Lord 
before thee, and I will have mercy upon whom I pleased to 
have mercy . . . but, said He, thou canst not see My face.” 
This part of the answer was interpreted by Philo to mean; 
“To him that is worthy of My grace** I extend all the boons 
which he is capable of receiving; but the apprehension of Me 
is something more than human nature, yea even the whole 
heaven and universe, will be able to contain,” *■» The 
answer to the second prayer was taken by him to be con- 
tained in the verses, “When My glory is passing by, I will 
place thee in a cleft of the rock and cover thee with My hand 
over thee, until I pass by, then I will withdraw My hand and 
then thou shalt see what are behind Me but My face cannot 
be seen by thee.” ** This part of the answer was interpreted 
by Philo to mean: “The powers which thou seekest to know 
are discerned not by sight but by mind even as I . . . but 
while in their essence they are beyond your comprehension, 
they nevertheless present to your sight a sort of impress and 
copy of their active working.” According to this inter- 
pretation, the expression “thou shalt see what are behind 
Me but My face cannot be seen by thee” is taken by Philo 
to mean that the powers themselves cannot be known; only 
their copies can be known. 

The double meaning of the term glory of God in Scripture 
is reflected also in Philo’s interpretation of the verse “And 
the glory of God descended on Mount Sinai.” ** Comment- 
ing upon this verse, he says that the term glory (Sd^a), has 
two meanings: (i) “the presence of His powers (irapouvlav 
. . . rat' Svy&/i€0}v), since the power of an army is spoken of 

32 Exod. 33: 19-20. 

M The term x&P^s used here by Philo and the term ^Xe^o-co used in the Septua^nt 
are translations of the same Hebrew word. 

^ Spec* I, 8, 43-44. Spec* I, 8, 45-46. 

35 Exod, 33; 21-23. Exod. 24: 16. 
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as the glory of a king”; (a) “a mental image (jSSKrins) of 
Him alone and a notion of His divine glory,” 

that is to say, the term glory refers to God himself of which 
the people thought to have caught a glimpse. In this pas- 
sage he quite obviously plays upon the two meanings of the 
Greek term S6^a, that of “glory ” and that of “notion,” But 
undoubtedly behind this discussion there is the knowledge 
of the double meaning of the expression glory of God in 
Scripture, which must have been known to every intelligent 
reader of the Septuagint no less than to that of the original 
Hebrew text. 

The view that the powers are unknown in their essence 
is also stated by Philo in his comment on the verse in which 
Jacob exclaimed: “This is none other but the house of God, 
and this is the gate of heaven.” What is meant by 
“house” and “gate” and “heaven”? Philo asks, and in an- 
swer to this question he says that by “house” and “gate” is 
meant this visible world of ours, and by “heaven” is meant 
the intelligible world of the ideas or the powers. He then 
proceeds to say that the intelligible world, and hence also 
the powers or ideas of which it consists, “ cannot be appre- 
hended otherwise than by passing on to it from this world 
which we see and perceive by our senses, for neither 
indeed is it possible to get an idea of any other incorpo- 
real thing among existences except by making material 
objects our starting-point.” The implication of this state- 
ment is quite evident: purely incorporeal beings, which 
include the powers, cannot be known in their essence; only 
their esdstence can be known, seeing that nothing can be 
known of them except through the corporeal world. 

Thus, according to the fifth passage in Philo, Moses made 


3 * ^u. in Exod, 11 , 45 (Harris, Fragments ^ p. 60). 
39 Gen. 28; 17. 


40 Somn* I, 32, 185-187. 
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three prayers. First, in. verse 13, he prayed for a direct 
knowledge of God. In verses 14 to 17, God granted him a 
direct knowledge of His existence.^* Second, in verse 18, in 
accordance with that Greek version which translated the 
Hebrew term “glory” by “thyself,” he prayed for a knowl- 
edge of God’s essence. This is refused by God in verses 19 
and 20. Third, again in verse 18, in accordance with that 
Greek version which translated the Hebrew term “glory” 
literally, he prayed for a knowledge of the essence of- the 
powers. This is also refused by God in verses 21 to 23. 

But though God, and, according to one of Philo’s state- 
ments, also the powers, cannot be known in their essence, 
that lack of knowledge is not of the same degree. Some 
people may have a greater knowledge of the essence of God 
than others, for the more one knows of God’s works in the 
world the more one knows of God’s existence, and the more 
one knows of His existence the more may also one know of 
His essence, even though no complete knowledge of the 
divine essence is possible. When therefore God denied 
Moses to have a knowledge of His own essence, and of the 
essence also of His powers, and allowed him only to have a 
knowledge of the existence of both Himself and His powers, 
as much as that could be gained through a knowledge of the 
world. He advised him to continue to have “a constant and 
profound longing for wisdom, which fills its scholars and 
disciples with glorious and most - beautiful doctrines.” ^ 
The implication of this advice is that though the knowledge 
of the essence of God, and of the essence also of His powers, 
can never be fully attained, by a continuous desire for that 
kind of knowledge, one will continuously learn more about 
the world, whereby one will grow in the knowledge of the 
existence of God and thereby also in the knowledge of His 

4 * Cf, above, p. 86, Spec. I, 8, 50. 
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essence. Consequently, according to Philo, “when Moses 
heard this, he did not cease from his desire but still kept the 
yearning for the invisible things aflame in his heart,” for 
although a complete knowledge of their essence was unat- 
tainable, it was still possible for him to grow in the knowl- 
edge thereof. When therefore in several places Philo speaks 
of a desire to have a vision of God he only means to have 
a desire for a direct and greater knowledge of the existence 
of God which may lead to a greater knowledge of the essence 
of God, even though never to a complete knowledge of it.'*^ 


VI. Conclusion, Influence, Anticipation 

Philo starts on his discussion of the nature of God with two 
fundamental scriptural principles: first, the unlikeness of 
God to other beings; second, the unity of God. Under the 
influence of philosophy, the scriptural principle of unlike- 
ness comes to mean with him incorporeality, and incorpore- 
ality implies simplicity. Similarly, under the influence of 
philosophy, the scriptural principle of unity also comes to 
mean with him simplicity. The simplicity of God thus be- 
comes with him the outstanding characteristic of God's 
nature. Now, on purely philosophic grounds, simplicity 
would exclude from God’s nature only such composition as 

« Ibid. 

<< Zeller (III, 2^, 463-464) takes Philo’s references to a desire for a vision of God 
to mean a desire to have a knowledge of God’s essence, which desire may also be 
fulfilled, and consequently he finds Philo to contradict himself. Cf. above, p. 91. 
The other passages to which Zeller refers as evidence of Philo’s belief in the possi- 
bility of a vision of God’s essence (p. 463, n. 2) do not prove his point. They merely 
state that “in the understanding of those who have been purified to the utmost the 
Ruler of the universe walks noiselessly, alone, invisibly” {Somn, I, 23, 148), or that, 
when man has arrived at full knowledge, he will follow God himself as his leader 
{Migr. 31, 175), or that “they who live in knowledge of the One are rightly called 
‘sons of God*” {Conf, 28, 145). All these statements might mean almost anything; 
they do not necessarily mean that man can have a knowledge of God’s essence. 
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is inconsistent with His incorporeality, namely, body and 
soul, substance and accident, the four elements, and matter 
and form. No philosopher before Philo is known to have 
stated that God, in His essence, is unknowable and in- 
describable. But Scripture teaches also that God is not 
to be named, and this scriptural principle of the unnamability 
of God, again under the influence of philosophic reasoning, 
comes to mean with Philo that God cannot be described by 
any accidental predicates nor can He be defined in terms of 
genus and species or difference. Being indescribable and 
indefinable, God thus becomes with Philo unknowable in 
His essence, which is a new principle introduced by him into 
the history of philosophy. 

All this has led Philo to raise the question as to what is 
meant by all those terms which in Scripture are predicated 
of God. To this he offers two answers. On purely Jewish 
traditional grounds, his answer is that all these terms are not 
to be taken literally and that they are used in Scripture only 
for the purpose of instruction. But, on philosophic grounds, 
he tries to find some meaning for all these terms, by explain- 
ing that they are what philosophers call properties. Having 
once suggested that explanation, he then tries to show how 
properties differ from genus and specific difference and ac- 
cident, how all these properties are in reality one property, 
how that one property is a property of action, and how that 
property of action, when predicated of God, does not vitiate 
His self-sufficiency. This God’s property of action is further- 
more also called by Philo the power of God; but, inasmuch 
as any property or power of God must be identical with His 
essence, the power of God must of necessity be unknowable 
in the same way ^s God’s essence is unknowable. But the 
term powers, besides its sense as God’s property to act, 
which is identical with His essence, means to Philo also the 
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ideas created by God both as incorporeal beings and as im- 
manent in the world. The question therefore arises whether 
these latter two kinds of power, which are creations of God 
and are distinct from His essence, are knowable or imknow- 
able. In his answer to this question, Philo sometimes says 
that they are knowable and sometimes he says that they are 
unknowable. The questions with regard to the knowability 
of the essence of God as well as that of His powers is found 
by Philo to be the subject of Moses’ prayer to God and 
God’s answer to that prayer. 

From now on in the history of philosophy, whether 
Christian, Moslem, or Jewish, all the philosophers, in their 
discussion of the nature of God, will take up those problems 
raised by Philo and will proceed in their solution after the 
manner of Philo. 

Like Philo, the Christian Church Fathers feel that the 
principle of the incorporeality of God is not explicitly stated 
in Scripture and it has to be indirectly derived therefrom. 
Origen gives utterance to this view in his statement that 
“ the term aaiifxarov, that is, incorporeal, is unused and un- 
known, not only in many other writings, but also in our own 
Scriptures,” * but “we shall inquire, however, whether the 
thing which Greek philosophers call or incorporeal, 

is found in holy Scripture under another name.” * Origen 
himself finds it implied in such verses of the New Testament 
as “No man hath seen God at any time,” * “The image of 
the inAUsible God,” ^ and “ God is a Spirit.” * But Clement 
of Alexandria derives it also from the Old Testament principle 
of the imlikeness of God, quoting as proof-text the verses 

^ De Frincipiis I, Praefatio^ 8. 

® Ibid,, 9. 

3 John i: 18. 

4 Col. 1:15. 

5 John 4: 24; cf. Contra Celsum VII, 27; Be Principtis I, i, §§ 1-4. 
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“To whom have you likened me?” ® and “To whom have 
you likened the Lord ? or to what likeness have you likened 
Him?” 7 

In the Koran, as in the Hebrew Bible, there is no explicit 
statement of the incorporeality of God, but there are these 
statements denying any likeness between God and other 
beings: “Nought is there like Him ” * and “And there is none 
like Him.” ® The unlikeness of God becomes in Arabic 
Moslem philosophy the basis for the rejection of the cor- 
poreality and also of the attributes of God. One of the 
earliest recorded Moslem philosophers who rejected divine 
attributes, Jahm Ibn Safwan, is reported to have said: “It 
is not permissible that the creator should be described by 
terms by which His creatures are described, for this would 
lead to likeness.” " So also the extreme attributists or 
anthropomorphists are said to have lapsed into likeness 
(fashbih).^^ Similarly in Arabic Jewish philosophy, the 
doctrine of the unlikeness of God as taught in the Hebrew 
Scripture is made the basis of the rejection of the corporeal- 
ity as well as the anthropomorphisms of God. This is 
clearly brought out in the writings of such philosophers as 
Saadia,“ Bahya,** Joseph Ibn Saddik,*'* Abraham Ibn 
Baud,*® and Maimonides.** 

As in Philo, with whom the principle of the unity of God 

* Isa. 40: 25; cf. Stromata V, 14 (PG, 9, 164 b). 

7 Isa. 40: 18; cf, thid. (PG, 9, 176 a). 

* Surah 42: 9. 

> Surah H2: 4. 

“ Shahrastani, ed. Cureton, p, 60, 11. 8-9. 

” Ibid.y p. 64, 11. 9-10; 19-20. 

“ Emunot we-Be'ot II, i (Arabic, p. 79, U. 13-14; p. 80, 11. 5-6). 

*3 Jlobot ha-Lebabot 1, 10 (Arabic, pp, 76, 1, 16-77, 1. 6). 

*Olam Katan III, ed. S. Horovitz, p. 51, 11. 17 ff. 

« Emunah Ramah II, iii, p. 57. 

Moreh Nebukim I, 55. ' 
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came to mean not only external unity but also internal unity, 
or rather simplicity, so also in the subsequent history of 
philosophy, whether Christian, Moslem, or Jewish, the unity 
of God is formally said to include also His simplicity. Among 
the Church Fathers the simplicity of God is the main pre- 
mise which made it necessary to look for an explanation for 
the doctrine of the Trinity as well as for the use of divine 
predicates.*® In Arabic Moslem philosophy, the term one 
is formally divided into external unity and simplicity, and 
God is said to be simple and indivisible.** In Arabic Jewish 
philosophy, the discussion of the unity of God always tries 
to show that God is not only numerically one but that He 
is also simple and indivisible. This formal statement is to 
be found in Bahya,“ Joseph Ibn Saddik,” Judah ha-Levi,” 
and Abraham Ibn Daud.®® In mediaeval Latin philosophy, 
to take but one outstanding example, St. Thomas similarly 
says that the unity of God means both numerical unity and 
simplicity.*^ 

Then, as in Philo, the simplicity of God is said to exclude 
not only the composition of matter and form, or of the four 
elements, or of substance and accident, but also the com- 
position of genus and species and, as a result of that, God is 
said to be incomprehensible (djiaT&XrjTTos), unnamable 
(AfcaToj'^juavros), and ineffable {ipprjios). These views ap- 
pear from now on throughout the history of philosophy, 

*7 Cf. John of Damascus, De Fide Qrthodoxa I, 8. 

** Ihid,, 1, 12. 

Cf. Alfarabi, AUSiydsdt aUMadaniyyah^ Hyderabad, 1346 A. H., pp. 13, 1 . 
20-14, 1 . 20; Avicenna, Najdt^ Cairo, 1331 A. H., pp. 375-383; Algazali, Maqdsid al- 
Faldsifah II, Cairo, no date, pp. 114-118. 

Hohot ha-JLehahot I, 8. 

** *Olam Katan III, pp. 49-51. 

« Cuzari II, 2. 

« Emunah Ramah II, ii, i. 

Sum* ^heoL I, ii, 3; 3, 1-8. 
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whether Christian, Moslem, or Jewish, and, also perhaps 
through the influence of Philo, in pagan Greek philosophy. 
All these Philonic terms, incomprehensible, unnamable, and 
ineffable, appear in the writings of almost all the Church 
Fathers. In Origen this incomprehensibility of God is said 
to be derived directly from His incorporeality. “Having 
refuted, then,” he says, “as well as we could, every notion 
which might suggest that we were to think of God as in any 
degree corporeal, we go on to say that, according to strict 
truth, God is incomprehensible.” We have already shown 
that on purely philosophic grounds the mere incorporeality 
of God did not lead philosophers before Philo to say that 
God is incomprehensible. It must have been also as an in- 
ference from Philo’s statements that God is “without 
quality” and that He is the “highest genus” that Clem- 
ent of Alexandria came to say that God is “neither genus, 
nor difference, nor species, nor individual, nor number.” ** 
John of Damascus, summarizing what was commonly be- 
lieved by Church Fathers about God, mentions among 
others also that He is indescribable {iLTeplypairrov) and in- 
definable (direpwpiVTOj').®® In Arabic Moslem as well as in 
Arabic Jewish philosophy, the statements constantly occur 
that God has no name (ism) and no description {sifah) and 
that He cannot be defined or that He has no genus and 
species or difference. In mediaeval Latin philosophy, to 
take again but one outstanding example, St. Thomas argues 
from the simplicity of God that in Him there is not only no 

35 X>e Principiis I, i, 5. 

Cf. above, p. 104. 

*7 Cf. above, p. 109. 

Stromata V, 12 (PG, 9, 121 a); cf. above, p. 113. 

D<? Fide Orthodoxa I, 8. 

30 Baghdadi, p. 93, 1. 16 — p. 94, 1. i; Avicenna, Najdt III, p. 381; Algazali, 
Maqdsjd aUFaldsifah II, p. 145; Moreh Nehukim I, 52. 
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matter and form 3* or of subject and accident but also no 
composition of genus and difference,*® and hence that Grod 
cannot be defined.** Like Philo, he also maintains that “it is 
impossible for any created intellect to comprehend {compre- 
hendere) God,” inasmuch as God is “infinite” and is “infi- 
nitely knowable” and “no created intellect can know God 
infinitely,” ** though he maintains that it is possible for souls 
of the blessed after death to see the essence of God*® through 
a strengthening of their intellect *’' by the grace of God.** 

Furthermore, as in Philo, who finds the problem of the 
unknowability discussed in the prayer of Moses to God and 
in God’s answer to that prayer, so also in Christian and Jew- 
ish philosophy the prayer of Moses is similarly interpreted. 
Clement of Alexandria, probably under the direct influence 
of Philo, though not verbally following him, says; “Whence 
Moses, persuaded that God is not to be known by human 
wisdom, said ‘Show me thyself’; and into the thick dark- 
ness where God’s voice was, pressed to enter — that is, into 
the inaccessible and invisible ideas respecting the Exist- 
ent.” *’ Again: “Therefore also Moses says, ‘Show thy- 
self to me ’ — intimating most clearly that God is not capable 
of being taught by man, or expressed in speech, but to be 
known only by His own power.” Similarly St. Augustine, 
from the prayers of Moses, which he quotes as “ Show me 
now thyself plainly” and “Show me Thy glory,” ** infers 

3 * Sum* l^heoL I, 3, 2c; ConL Gent, 1 , 17 and 27. 

3 * Sum, "theol, I, 3, 6c; Cont, Gent, I, 23. 

33 Sum, Siheol, 1, 3, 5c; Cont, Gent, I, 24-25. 

34 Cont, Gent, I, 25. 

3 5 Sum, ^heol, 1 , 12, 7c; cf. IV Sent., 49, 2, 3c. 37 Ihid,^ 2c. 

3 ^ Sum, neol, 1 , 12, I c. 3 * 4c. 

39 Stromata II, 2 (PG, 8, 936 B-937 a). 

40 Ibid,, V, II (PG, 9, 109 b). 

4 * Exod. 33: 13, following the Septuagint reading. 

4 * Exod. 33: 18, following the Hebrew reading. 
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that what Moses prayed for was: “Show me Thy substance” 
and that “this was not granted to him.” In another place 
he similarly infers from the prayer “Show me Thy glory” 
that Moses “desired what he saw not.” And Maimonides, 
independently of Philo but like him, explains that the prayer 
of Moses contains two petitions. One of them, exactly as 
in Philo, is a petition for the knowledge of God’s essence, to 
which God’s answer was that His true essence could not be 
known.'*® The other, analogous to what Philo takes to be a 
petition for a knowledge of the essence of God’s created 
powers,** is a petition for the knowledge of God’s “attri- 
butes,” to which God’s answer was that “He would let him 
know all His attributes, and that these were nothing but 
His actions.” In mediaeval Latin philosophy, St. Thomas 
quotes the verse “Man shall not see me and live” ** in God’s 
answer to the prayer of Moses to prove that “ God cannot be 
seen in His essence by a mere human being, except he be 
separated from this mortal life,” *** though he adds that by 
his power to work miracles God may “raise the minds of 
some, who live in flesh but make no use of the senses of the 
flesh, even up to the vision of His own essence.” Else- 
where,®* however, he says of Moses that “he saw God’s very 
essence, even as Paul in his rapture did according to Augus- 
tine,®* and to prove this he quotes Scripture to the effect 

43 J)g Trinhate II, 16, Tj, 

** Super Genesim ad Litteram XII, 27, 55 (PL, 34, 477). Cf. Sum, ^heol, I, II, 
98, 3, ad 2. 

45 March Nehukim I, 54, 46 Cf, above, p. 143, 

47 March Nehukim I, 54. 

4* Exod, 33: 20; Sum, kheol, 1 , 12, ii contra; Cant, Gent, III, 47; Be Veritate X, 
II, Obj. 2. 

49 Sum, '^hcol, 1 , 12 , II c. 

5 ® lhid,y ad 2, 

s* Ihid,y II, II, 174, 4 c. 

s* Super Genesim ad Litteram'Sll^ 27, 55 (PL, 34, 477), 28, 56 (PL, 34, 478); cf. 
Sum, ^heol, II, II, 175, 3 c. 
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that “Moses beheld God ‘manifestly and not in dark 
speeches.’ ” ** 

The answers given in the subsequent history of philosophy 
to the problem of divine predicates started by Philo went far 
beyond Philo’s answer. New solutions will make their ap- 
pearance in pagan, Christian, Moslem, and Jewish philoso- 
phy, solutions of which the complexity of history and mean- 
ing will be discussed by us in great detail in the subsequent 
volumes of this series of studies. But the solution offered by 
Philo to the problem by declaring that all predicates of God 
are descriptions of His property or power of action continues 
to be one of the standard solutions of the problem in Chris- 
tian, Moslem, and Jewish philosophy. John of Damascus, 
speaking for the Church Fathers, declares that some of the 
predicates of God indicate an action (h/ipyeia).^* The ex- 
planation of divine predicates as actions is to be found also, 
either under the guise of the term relation, that is, the re- 
lation of the agent to the patient,” or directly under the 
term action, in Arabic Moslem and Arabic Jewish philoso- 
phers, such as Alfarabi,*® Avicenna,®'' Algazali,®* Bahya Ibn 
Pakuda,®’ Joseph Ibn Saddik,®® Judah ha-Levi,®^ Abraham 
Ibn Daud,®“ and Maimonides,®® though, in the case of Mai- 
monides, according to our interpretation of his view, the ex- 
planation of predicates as actions has an entirely new 
meaning.®^ 


5 3 Literally the verse in question reads: “With him do I speak . . . manifestly, 
and not in dark speeches; and the similitude of the Lord doth he behold*’ (Num. 
ia:8). 

5 4 De Fide Orthodoxa I, 9 (PG, 94, 836 a). 
ss Cf, above, p. 137. 

ss AUSiyasat aUMadaniyyah^ p. ao, 11 . 12,-3. 

S 7 'NajUy pp. 410-41 1, 
ss Maqdsid aUFalasiJah 11 , p. 150, 11 . 8-9. 

^4 Cf. H. A. Wolfson, “The Aristotelian Predicables and Maimonides* Division 
of Attributes,** Essays and Studies in Memory oj Linda R, Miller ^ 1938, pp. 220-232. 


59 Eohot ha^Lehahot I, 9. 

*Olam Katan III, p. 48. 
Cuzart II, 2. 

Emunah Ramah II, 3, p, 54. 
Moreh Nehukim I, 52. 
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If we were right in our reasoning from the absence in the 
extant writing of pre-Philonic Greek philosophers of any 
definite statement to the effect that God is “unnamable” or 
“ineffable” or “incomprehensible” that such descriptions 
of God were not used by Greek philosophers before Philo, 
then when we do find these terms used by pagan Greek 
philosophers after Philo we have reason to assume that they 
have come into use under the influence of Philo or, when 
chronology permits, under the influence of the Church 
Fathers who have used Philo. Of course I am aware of the 
opinion prevailing among some scholars today that no 
pagan authors of that time read the works of Philo.®* But 
neither the absence of any mention of his name nor the ab- 
sence of any direct quotation from his writings definitely 
proves that he was not read, or that those who had read him 
were not influenced by some of his ideas. In fact, Eusebius, 
who lived at a time when pagan philosophy was still flourish- 
ing, testifies that Philo was a man of great note not only 
among Christians but also among pagans.*® We shall men- 
tion here two pagan Greek authors, after the time of Philo, 
in whose writings we find some of the views of Philo, dis- 
cussed in this chapter, which we have tried to show were new 
with Philo. 

First, there is Albinus. “God,” he says, “is ineffable 
(fippijTos) and is comprehended (Xijtt^s) only by the mind 
(p^).” ®’f The first part of the statement is definitely like 
Philo’s many assertions as to the ineffability of God, using 
the same term appjjTos.®® The second part of the statement, 

Cf. Goodenough, ne FoHtics of PMlo Judaeus with a General Bibliography of 
Philo (Yale University Press, 1938), p. 250, n. i; idem, An Introduction to Philo 
Judaeus (Yale University Press, 1940), p. 125, Cf. also A. D, Nock, '‘The Loeb 
Philo,” ^he Classical Review^ 75 (1943), pp. 77-78. 

^ Historia Ecclestastica II, 4, 2; cf. above, 1 , 100, n. 64. 

Didaskalikos X, in C. F. Hermann, Platonis Dialoghi^ VI, 165, 11 . 4-5. 

Cf. above, p. iii. 
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that God is “comprehended only by the mind/’ would at 
first sight seem to be in contradiction to Philo’s repeated 
statement that God is incomprehensible i&KaT&krjirTosy^ and 
more so to his statement that “He is not comprehended by 
the mind” (oMe ny vc$ KaraXriTTds).'’'' But Philo himself 
despite his assertions of the incomprehensibility of God, says 
of God that He “can be comprehended {Karahaiifi&v&xdcu) 
only by the mind {yotjffa)” and from the context of that 
statement it is quite evident that by this positive statement 
that “God can be comprehended only by the mind” he 
merely means to deny that “God was seen by man,” that 
is to say, in its positive form it is merely an assertion that 
God’s existence can be comprehended only by the mind but 
cannot be seen by the eye; it does not mean that God’s 
essence can be comprehended by the mind. That similarly 
here Albinus means by his positive statement only that God 
cannot be perceived by the senses, without implying that 
His essence can be comprehended by the mind, is evident 
from another statement of his in which he says that God is 
incomprehensible He furthermore says of God 

that “He is not a genus (76'os) nor a species (e!6os) nor a 
difference (Sta^&opA).” This is exactly, as we have seen, 
the implication of Philo’s statements that God is “the high- 
est genus.” Finally, after asserting the ineffability and 
incomprehensibility of God, he argues that while on the one 

Cf. above, p. iii. 

70 Immut, 13, 6a, 

Mut, I, 6. 

Cf. above, p. ii 8 . 

73 Didaskalikos IV, 154, 1 . 19. Cf. comment on these apparently contradictory 
statements in Albinus himself and between Albinus and Philo in J. Freudenthal, 
*'Der Platomker Albinos und der falsche Alkinoos” in his Hellenutische Studien^ 
Heft 3, p. 284, n. ** 

74 Didaskalikos X, 165, 11. 5-6, 

7 5 Cf. above, p. 109. 
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hand we cannot say that God is of a certain quality (iroi 6 v)y 
on the other, we cannot say of Him that He is without 
quality This last part of the statement is quite 

evidently a criticism of Philo’s repeated statement that God 
is without quality.” 

Second, there is Plotinus. In many places he repeats the 
statement that God is ineffable (appi;Tos),^® that “He has 
no name” or that to Him “no name is really suitable,” 
and that “He cannot be grasped by thought,” *' or that “we 
have of Him neither knowledge nor thought.” All these 
views about God, as we have seen, do not occur in Greek 
philosophy before Philo. 

Spinoza, in his grand assault on traditional philosophy, 
discusses also all these traditional problems. He accepts 
what he can; he rejects what he cannot. He is willing to ac- 
cept the traditional principle of the unity of God and to 
treat that principle of unity after its traditional manner as 
meaning both numerical unity and simplicity.®* He is willing 
to say that his God, like the God of tradition, is one both in 
a numerical sense and in the sense of being simple and in- 
divisible. He is willing also to describe his God by many of 
the predicates which traditional philosophy applied to its own 
God, including such predicates as omniscient, almighty, the 
highest good, of infinite compassion,®"* intelligent, endowed 
with wiU, living.®* He is also willing to follow the tradition 

7 ® Didos kalikos X, 165, 11 . 8-10. 

Cf. above, pp. loi ff. 

Enneads V, 3, 13; cf. V, 9, 4. 

79 Ibid. V, 3, 13. 

5. 

Ibid. V, 3, 13 end. 

** Ibid. V, 3, 14 beginning, 

*3 Cf. H. A. Wolfson, "The Philosophy of Spinosso^ I, chapter on “Simplicity of 
Substance,” I. 

^ Short Treatise I, 7, § a. 

Cogitata Metaphysically ii end. 
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established by Philo by calling these predicates properties 
and to define property, after Aristotle, as that 
which “may belong to an object and yet never explain what 
the object is,” that is to say, it does not explain the “es- 
sence” of a thing,®* though it necessarily follows from the 
definition of a thing.**' Moreover, following also the tradition 
established by Philo, he is willing to describe these proper- 
ties of God as ha\dng “reference to His activity” or as 
explaining God’s “active essence.” ** But, in opposition to 
this traditional philosophy, he is unwilling to derive from 
the simplicity and indivisibility of God that he must also 
be incorporeal, contending that corporeal substance, if 
properly understood, can be simple and indivisible.** God 
is thus not only what traditional philosophy used to call pure 
form; He is also pure corporeality. Using for the term pure 
corporeality the term extension and for the term pure form 
the term thought. He now says that we can predicate of 
God both extension and thought. But these two predicates, 
unlike all the other predicates, are not properties of God, for 
by property, as we have seen, is meant something which be- 
longs to a substance but does not explain its essence, whereas 
extension and thought explain the essence of God. These 
two predicates, in order to distinguish them from all the 
other predicates, he calls by the mediaeval term “ attributes.” 
Having called these two predicates, extension and thought, 
by the mediaeval term attributes, he follows the mediaeval 

^ Short treatise I, 7, § 6. 

87 Ibid, 

88 Ethics III, Afectuum Eefinitiones^ VI, Expl. 

89 Ibid, I, Prop. 16, Dem. Cf. Aristotle, I^opica I, 5, 102a, 18--19; loib, 39; V, 
3, 131b, 38-i32a, i; Metaph, V, 30, 1225a, 30--34; cf. above. 

9 » Short ^Treatise I, 2, § 29. 

^ 91 Cogitata Metaphysica II, 1 1 end. Cf. I^he "Philosophy of Spinoza, I, chapter 

on “Extension and Thought,’’ II. 

9* Cf. the Philosophy of Spinoza, I, chapter on “Infinity of Extension.” 
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method in his explanation why the attribution of extension 
and thought to God does not vitiate the simplicity of His 
nature. His explanation is that extension and thought are 
not real beings which either constitute the essence of God 
or are appended to the essence of God. They are the way 
in which the essence of God manifests itself to us; or, to 
quote his own words, “By attribute I understand that 
which the intellect perceives of substance, as if constituting 
its essence,” and on this point he is opposed even to the 
general tradition of Plato and Aristotle. 

Then he is also unwilling to accept without reservation the 
traditional view that God is indefinable and hence incom- 
prehensible. It all depends, he says, on what you mean by 
definition. If you mean by it definition in the Aristotelian 
sense as that which consists of genus and species, then, of 
course, God being the highest genus cannot be defined and 
hence cannot be known and in this sense he says that “of 
God’s essence we can form no general idea.” But this 
conception of definition, argues Spinoza, must be rejected.*® 
According to him, there are two kinds of definition, one 
phrased in terms of the cause of the thing to be defined and 
the other phrased in terms of its attributes. If the thing to 
be defined is, like all things in the world, dependent upon a 
cause for its existence, then its definition must “compre- 
hend its projdmate cause”; and, if the thing defined is self- 
existent and has no cause, such as God is, then, since it has 
no cause to be comprehended in its definition, its definition 
must comprehend its attributes, the knowledge of which 

93 Ethics I5 Def. 4. 

54 Short treatise I, 7, §§ 3 ff. 

Epistola 50 {Opera, ed. Gebhardt, IV, 240, 11 . 2-3); cf. fhe Philosophy of 
Spinoza, 1 , 142. 

Short treatise I, 7, § 9. 

tractatus de Intellectus Emendatione, § 96 {Opera, II, 35, 11 . 15-16). 
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leads to a knowledge of its essence.** In his own way, then, 
God is defined as “substance consisting of infinite attributes,” 
and inasmuch as two of these attributes, extension and 
thought, are known, to that extent God’s essence is known, 
for these attributes are the manifestations of God’s essence 
to our intellect, and thes6 attributes and essence of God, 
moreover, are known to us immediately by that third kind 
of knowledge which Spinoza calls intuitive knowledge. The 
essence of God is thus, we may conclude for Spinoza, both 
definable and knowable, according to his own conception of 
definition and according to his own use of the term knowledge. 

Finally, he is unwilling to accept the tradition established 
by Philo that Scripture, in the prayer of Moses and in other 
passages, teaches the unknowability of God’s essence. Indeed 
he admits that “Scripture nowhere gives an express defini- 
tion of God” s* or “an intellectual knowledge of God, which 
takes cognizance of His nature in so far as it actually is ” 
nor does it teach anything “special about the divine attri- 
butes,” that is, about those attributes which express the 
essence of God. But this does not mean that God’s essence 
cannot be known; it only means that the authors of Scripture 
“held quite ordinary notions about God, and to these notions 
their revelations were adapted” and therefore they teach 
only what he calls properties or actions of God, namely, 
“that God is supremely just, and supremely merciful — in 
other words, the one single pattern of the true life.” Tak- 
ing up the prayer of Moses, which ever since Philo was taken 
to be a philosophic petition for a knowledge of God’s es- 

Ethics II, Prop. 40, Schol. 2 {Opera^ II, 122, 11 . 16-19). Philosophy of 

Sptnoza, I, 383-385; II, 37-38; 142-144. 

99 ^ractatus theologicO’-PoliticuSy ch. 13 iPperay III, 171, 11 . 22-23). 

100 (11. 25-26). 

*0^ Ihid.y ch. 2 (p. 37, 11. 12-13). 

*0* Ibid. ( 11 . 13-14). Ibid., ch. 13 (p. 171, 11 . 21-22). 
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sence, he maintains that Moses was no philosopher, that his 
conception of God was rather primitive and that what he 
prayed for was actually to see (videre) God,*®'* for “Moses 
believed that God is visible, that is, on the part of the divine 
nature the visibility of God involves no contradiction,” *®s 
Then, he takes up the verse, “I appeared unto Abraham, 
unto Isaac, and unto Jacob, as God Almighty, but by my 
name the Lord I made me not known to them,” from 
which Philo, as we have seen, infers that according to Scrip- 
ture God is unnamable ’^®^ and hence unknowable in his es- 
sence. Here, again, Spinoza tries to show that, while indeed 
the meaning of the verse is, as maintained by Jewish inter- 
preters, that the Patriarchs “were not cognizant of any 
attribute of God which expresses His absolute essence, 
but only of His deeds and promises, that is, of His power, as 
manifested in visible things,” *®® it does not mean that the 
divine essence, as well as the attributes which express it, is 
unknowable; it merely means that, as simple-minded be- 
lievers, the Patriarchs “possessed no extraordinary knowl- 
edge of God.” *®®’ 

*04 Ibid.^ ch. 2 (p. 40, L 7). 

Ibid, ( 11 . 15-16). 

Exod. 6:3. 

Mut, 2, 13. 

X08 <itraciatus Theologico-Politicus^ ch. 13 {ppera. III, p. 169, 11 . 22-24). 

X09 (11. 26-27). 
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ETHICAL THEORY 

1 . “Under the Law” and “In Accordance with Nature” 

His conception of the Pentateuch as a divinely revealed 
document which contains the true knowledge of things 
divine and human * has led Philo to a revision of the ethical 
theories of Greek philosophy analogous to his revision of 
its metaphysical theories. Making use again of common 
philosophic concepts and terms, he modifies them in conform- 
ity with certain presuppositions derived from Scripture. 

Philosophic ethics, as developed by Socrates, Plato, 
Aristotle, and the Stoics, begins, in Aristotle’s formulation 
of it, with the statement that “the good is that which all 
things aim at (i4>UTai)” * or aspire to (dp^erai).^ That good 
is generally agreed upon, as Aristotle says, by both the 
multitude and the refined few, to be happiness {ebSai/xovla).* 
But as to what happiness consists in there is no agreement. 
Some people identify it with pleasure (iidovii) or wealth 
(tXovtos) or honor or what both Plato and Aristotle 

call external goods.® But Aristotle, and before him Plato, 
did not agree with this conception of happiness. Nor is 
happiness, according to them, what they call the goods of 
the body,^ or the virtue of the body,® such, for example, as 

^ Cf. above, 1 , 149. 

* Eih, Nic, 1 , 1, 1094a, 2. 

3 Ibid. I, 4, 1095a, 15; (cf. Sympos. 205 a). 

4 Ibtd.y 18-19. 

s Ibid.^ 23. 

^ Laws V, 743 E, Philehus 48 e; Euthydemus 279 a-b; Eth. Nic, 1 , 8, 1098b, 12-14. 

7 Eth. Nic, I, 8, 1098b, 13-14; Laws III, 697 b. 

* Eth. Nic. 1 , 13, 1102a, 16; Gorg. 479 b. 
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health. It is rather the virtue of the soul.®* Moreoverj inas- 
much as the virtue of the soul may be either intellectual 
(piaportTiKii) or moral happiness consists in both these 

kinds of virtue." This is how the problem of ethics is formu- 
lated by Aristotle. This formulation of the problem is re- 
peated in a variety of way^ in the Stoic literature, wherein 
happiness is defined in terms of the good," the good is divided 
into three kinds, two of which are external goods and goods 
of the soul,*’ and happiness is identified with the good of the 
soul or rather the virtue of the soul.*-* 

Philo starts his discussion of ethics with a similar formula- 
tion of the problem. He begins with the statement that hope 
(IXirfe) is “ the fountainhead of the lives which we lead.” 
This is evidently a paraphrase of Aristotle’s statement that 
“the good is that which all things aim at” or “aspire to.” 
The substitution of the term “ hope ” for the term “ the good ’ ’ 
may be explained by Plato’s statements that “hope is an ex- 
pectation of good”*® and that “we are always filled with 
hopes all our lives” *®® and Philo’s own statement elsewhere 
that “the beginning of the enjoyment of good things is 
hope.” *® Then like Aristotle he proceeds to enumerate the 
various kinds of good things that men hope for. Though 
in this connection he mentions only two of the three objects 
of desire enumerated by Aristotle, namely, the hope of 
gain (KipSos) and the hope of glory (S6fa),*’ elsewhere he 

5 Etk Nic, I, 8, 1098b, 14-15; Laws III, 697 b. 

« Eth, Nic, 1 , 13, 1103a, 4-7. 

« Utd, II, I, 1103a, 15-18. 

” Cf. Arnim, III, 73. 

^3 Idem, III, 96, 97, 97a. 

^4 Idem^ III, 57. 

Praem, 2, ii. 

Definiones 416 a; cf. Xenophon, Cyropaedia^ I, 6, 19. 

*7 Philebus 39 E. 

Abr* 2, 7. *9 Pram. 2, ii. 
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mentions all the three, wealth (itXoOtos), glory (S6^a), and 
pleasure Finally he mentions “the hope of happi- 

ness” of which he says that “it incites the devotees of virtue 
to study philosophy, believing that thus they will be able 
to discern the nature of all that exists and to do what is 
agreeable to the perfecting of the best forms of life, the 
contemplative and the practical, on the attainment of which 
one is forthwith happy.” “ This is quite evidently a restate- 
ment of Aristotle’s view that the highest good is happi- 
ness and that happiness is an activity according to both the 
intellectual and the moral virtues. In another place happi- 
ness is said by Philo to consist of wisdom {(To<t>la) and pru- 
dence {4>phvriais)^ wisdom referring here to intellectual virtue 
and prudence to moral virtue.®* 

Now when philosophers have arrived at the conclusion that 
happiness is based on virtue, both the moral and the intel- 
lectual kinds of virtue, they raise the question as to what is 
to guide man to a life based upon intellectual and moral 
virtues. To this Aristotle, speaking for all the philosophers, 
answers in his statement that “intellectual virtue in the main 
owes both its birth and its growth to teaching,” whereas 
“moral virtue comes about as a result of habit,” so that we 
acquire intellectual virtues only after “experience and time”** 
and we acquire moral virtues only “by first having actually 
practiced them.” ** To be taught in the knowledge of the 
truth of things and to be trained in practices which develop 
character are thus the essential conditions in the attainment 
of the intellectual and moral virtues. Accordingly both Plato 
and Aristotle consider it as the duty of the state to educate 

Sohr. 12, 61; cf. II, 56; Decal 28, 153. 

« Praem, 2, ii. 

“ Praem. 14, 81. 

Cf. above, I, 147; but cf. below, p. 21 1. 

Eth. Nic, II, 1, 1103a, I4-I7. 


Ibid.y 16-17. 
^ Ibid.^ 31. 
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its citizens in both moral and intellectual virtues,®’ and to 
legislate laws with a view to making the citizens acquire the 
habits of right action. These laws, the obedience to which 
is to train men in the habits of moral virtues, are called by 
Aristotle practical virtue (irpaKTiKal dperaZ),®* or virtuous 
actions (kot* Lper^v irpd^ets),** or virtuous activities (/car’ 
Aperriv kvipyiLa.i),^” and by the Stoics they are called befitting 
acts or duties {KadiiKovTo).^ 

But what are the right opinions and the right laws which 
are to teach men intellectual virtues and train them in 
moral virtues ? The Greek philosophers, when they began to 
speculate on these matters, had before them a set of intel- 
lectual virtues consisting of the popular beliefs about the 
deities and also a set of practical virtues consisting of the 
laws which prevailed in various Greek cities, and which were 
believed to have come from certain deities. But Greek 
philosophy on the whole was hostile to the beliefs about the 
deities and critical of the traditional laws. Even philosophers 
who endowed the popular deities with some philosophic 
meaning and advocated their worship did not allow their 
philosophy to be affected by the popular conception of the 
deities. In Plato, and even in the Stoics, despite their use of 
popular religious terms in the description of what they called 
God, their philosophic God remained a strictly philosophic 
concept unchanged by any view imported from religion. 
There was no harmonization of philosophic and religious be- 
liefs among Greek philosophers; there was only a pragmatic 
union established between two systems of thought. 

Nor did the Greek philosophers accept the popular belief 

Statesman 309 c-d; Euihydemus 292 b; Politica VIII, i, 1337a, 21 fF.; cf. Zeller, 
II, p. 896, nn. 3 and 4 {Plato^ p. 465, nn. 14 and 15); II, 2®, p. 732, n. 3 {Aristotle^ 
II, p. 264, n, i). 

** Eth. Nic^ X, 7, 1177b, 6. Ihid* 1 , 10, iioob, lo. 

lUd. IV, 1, 1 1 20a, 23. 3* Diogenes, VII, 108. 
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about the divine origin of established laws, with the impli- 
cation of the belief in the perfection of these laws. Obedient 
to the established law indeed they were and obedience to it 
they also advocated, but they had no belief in their perfec- 
tion and immutability and divine origin. Socrates, even 
though the charges for which he was condemned were 
groundless, did not consider the Athenian constitution as 
perfect and was opposed to traditional morality based on 
the existent laws and customs.^® Plato did not believe that 
any of the laws existing in Greece at his time was perfect 
or of divine origin,*® though in the Laws and in Minos ** 
he makes reference to the popular belief in the divine origin 
of the Cretan laws and in the Laws he makes an additional 
reference to the divine origin of the laws of Lacedaemon.*® 
Still less did Aristotle believe that these laws of Crete and 
Lacedaemon were of divine ori^n and perfect.*’' The Stoic 
view is reechoed in Cicero’s statements that none of the 
existent laws in any of the states is divine; they are all man- 
made.*® 

With their disbelief in the divine origin and hence per- 
fection of any of the existent constitutions and any of the 
existent systems of law and with their disbelief also that 
what they called God in their philosophies could reveal con- 
stitutions and laws to men, various Greek philosophers took 
it upon themselves to devise ideal constitutions and laws, or 
at least constitutions and laws approaching the ideal.*” 

3 * Cf, Zeller, II, pp. la 1-244 {Socrates ^ pp. 189-193). 

33 Cf. idem, p. 894, n. 4 {Plato, p. 463, n. 8). 

34 Lam I, 624 A. 

35 Minos 320 B. 

3 ® Laws I, 624 A. Cf. similar reference to these popular beliefs among the 
Greeks in Josephus, Apion, II, 16, 161-162, 

37 Politica II, 10, 1271b, 31-32; VII, 2, 1324b, 5-9. 

33 Cicero, De Re Puhlica III, ii, 18 flF.; 'De Legibus II, 4, ii. 

39 Cf. below, pp. 375 ff. 
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Hippodamus is said by Aristotle to be the first person not 
a statesman, but a philosopher, who devised plans for an 
ideal state governed by laws drawn up according to philo- 
sophic principles.'*® Plato did the same in his Republic and 
Laws. Zeno and Chrysippus did it in their lost treatises, of 
which only the titles are preserved,'*^ and Cicero did it in his 
Republic and Laws. They devised laws which they con- 
sidered ideal and hoped for the best. 

These ideal laws enacted by philosophers for the guidance 
of men are described by them as being “in accordance with 
reason” or “in accordance with virtue.” But whether en- 
acted law can also be described as being “in accordance with 
nature” is a matter of discussion among them. 

As reported by Plato, the Sophists maintain that “nature” 
is the opposite of “law.” The term nature, when used in 
the sense of human nature, means to them the impulse to 
domination. As such it is regarded by them as the opposite 
of any law enacted by men. “A true life in accordance with 
nature (/card ri\v (bixnv 6pd6v ^iov)” is in their opinion the 
opposite of a life in accordance with any kind of law en- 
acted by men, for a true life in accordance with nature, they 
maintain, means “to live in real dominion over others and 
not in legal (kotA vbjMv) subjection to them.” ^ A similar 
view, but with a notable qualification, is also to be found in 
a work falsely ascribed to Hippocrates. According to this 
work, “law and nature do not agree, though sometimes they 
do agree, for law was given by men, without their knowing 
why they gave it; but the nature of all things was ordered 
by the gods.” The implication of this statement quite 

Politica n, 8, 1267b, 29 fF. 

Diogenes, VII, 4, 33, 13 1; Plutarch, De Alexandri Magni Portuna aut Virtute 

1 , 6 . 

Lam X, 890 A. 

^3 Quoted by ZeUer from repl StaLrijs in his "ttber Begriff und Begnindung der 
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evidently is that not all laws are in opposition to nature; 
only those laws are in opposition to nature which were en- 
acted by men without their knowing why they enacted 
them, that is, laws enacted without reason, but laws enacted 
on the basis of reason are in accordance with nature. 

Plato himself seems to think that certain enacted laws 
can be in accordance with nature. The term nature, how- 
ever, is used by him in two senses. 

In one sense, like the Sophists, he takes the term nature 
to mean impulse. But the impulse to him is not one to 
domination but rather one to “reverence” or “friendship,” 
as, for instance, when he says that “every right-minded 
man fears and respects the prayers of parents, knowing that 
many times and in many cases they have proved effective” 
and that these things are determined “by nature” ** 

or when he says that “those philosophers who debate and 
write about nature and the universe” tell us that “like must 
needs be always friend to like.” Now a mode of conduct 
based upon the principle that “like is friend to like” is 
described by him as being “dear to God and follovdng in His 
steps,” that is to say, it follows the law of reason, for by 
the term God here, as is obvious from the context, he means 
that which he has previously described as “the immortal 
element within us,” that is, reason (yoOs), and law (ydfias), 
furthermore, is explained by him etymologically to mean the 
“ordering of reason” (vov havonii).^^ Accordingly, it may 
be inferred that laws enacted by wise legislators to further 
reverence or friendship would be described by Plato as 

sittlichen Gesetze,** Ahhandlungen der Berliner Akademie derWissenschaf teriyPhtlos,- 
hist or, Klasse, i88a, Abh. II, p. 5. 

44 Laws XI, 931 E. 

« Lysis 214 B. 

I^ws IV, 716 B-C. 

47 Ihid,, 714 A. 


Uid. 



PHILO 


17a 

being both “in accordance with reason” and “in accord- 
ance with nature.” 

In another sense, the term nature is taken by him to mean 
the capacities with which human beings were endowed by 
nature and therefore laws enacted in accordance with the 
natural capacities of those who are to be governed by those 
laws are described by him as laws in accordance with 
nature. Thus in his discussion of the law of the equality of 
men and women with regard to the holding of office in his 
ideal republic, he says that “the law which we have estab- 
lished is neither impossible nor a mere aspiration, since we 
have established it in accordance with nature (xarA <^6vw'),” 
for “the gifts of nature (d <^6<r«r) are alike diffused in both, 
and woman by nature (kotA <f>{j(rLv) shares in all the pursuits 
the same as man, though in all cases the woman is weaker 
than the man.” Thus, in this sense, law in accordance 
with nature means with Plato rational laws enacted by wise 
legislators to secure for each individual the enjoyment of 
those rights to which he is entitled by his natural gifts and 
capacities. 

That laws enacted by legislators may be in accordance with 
nature seems to be also the view of Plato’s followers in the 
Old Academy, especially Polemo.** The term “nature” by 
itself is used by them in the sense of “the primary endow- 
ments of nature” (j>rima, data natura, ttpcSto Kard 4 >h<nv) 
by which “they mean soundness of body and mind.” 
When therefore they say that the highest good or happiness 
is “to live in accordance with nature” one would expect 
them to mean thereby that happiness consists in the enjoy- 
ment of a sound body and a sound mind. However, they 

Republic V, 456 c. 

5 ® Ihid,^ 455 D-E. s* Cf. below, n. 55. 

Cicero, Be Finihus II, ii, 34; Academka Fosteriora I, 5, 19-20, 
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a law arrived at by all men, without any communication or 
agreement between them, but by the mere fact that they 
all possess by nature a common idea of just and unjust.®* 
As the equivalent of “law in accordance with nature” he 
therefore also uses the term “general law” {vbyjot ko6J'6s)®’ 
and, by implication, also the term moral (^6ik6s) law.®“ In 
contrast with this, conventional law is also called by him 
“particular law” (j'ojuos ISios),®’' and human (kvdp&Tnvos) 
law.®* By “particular law,” he says, he means that law 
“in accordance with which a state is administered” or 
“which each community lays down and applies to its own 
members.” Natural law and conventional law are also 
described by him respectively as “unwritten i&ypa^os) law” 
and “written {yeypapfibvos) law,” ®s though sometimes the 
term “unwritten law” is also used by him as a description 
of a subdivision of conventional law.®® As illustrations of 
what he means by natural law he quotes Sophocles to the 
effect that the burial of the dead is “just by nature,” ®^ he 
also quotes Empedocles to the effect that not to kill any 
living creature is an “all-embracing law,” ®* and he finally 
quotes Alcidamus probably to the effect that “nature has 
made no man a slave.” ** As illustrations of particular or 


s« Rhef. 1, 13, 1373b, 7-9. 

Ibid.^ 4. 

Eth* Nic^ VIII, 13, ii6ab, 21-23; and voixLKft are compared by him 

with t 6 hlKavov &ypa<f>ov ( = /card and Kar A vSpov respectively. 

“ Rhet. 1, 13, 1373b, 4. 

Eth, Nic^ V, 7, 1135a, 4, where he contrasts Ukoliol <f>varuc6. and Mp6)mva, 
Rhet, 1 , 10, 1368b, 7-8. 

Ibid,, 13, 1373b, 4-5. 

Ibid, I, 10, 1368b, 7-9; 15, 1375a, 27-33, VIII, 13, 1162b, 22. 

^ Rhet, I, 13, 1373b, 4-6; cf. R. Hirzel, *kypa.<bos p6pos, Ahhandlungen der sach~ 
sischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, philoUhistor, Klasse, 20 (1903), pp. 3-*i3. 
Rhet, I, 13, 1373b, lo-ii. 

Ibid,, 14-16. 

^ Ibid,, 18; cf. commentaries ad loc. 
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conventional law he mentions such laws as “that a prisoner’s 
ransom should be a mina, or that a goat and not two sheep 
shall be sacrificed, and again all the laws that are passed for 
particular cases, for example, that sacrifice shall be made in 
honor of Barsidas.” The significant thing about these 
illustrations of conventional law is that they contain ex- 
amples of what may be called ceremonial or religious laws. 

What that human nature is that prompts all men without 
communication and agreement between them to evolve uni- 
versal laws or universal conceptions of just and unjust 
common to all of them Aristotle does not say. Probably it 
is that nature in man with reference to which he says that 
“man is by nature a political animal” ^ and that “a social 
impulse (6pjtxi^) is implanted in all men by nature,” so that 
men “desire to live together.” These natural laws which 
arise from that social impulse or instinct are quite obviously 
not considered by Aristotle as the result of what he calls 
demonstrative reasoning or conclusions from premises. 
They are rather what he calls primary premises which ac- 
cording to his characterization of them are self-evident.’'* 

But indirectly it may be inferred that also enacted law, 
man-made law, if it is based upon reason, that is, upon 
demonstrative reasoning, is considered by Aristotle as be- 
ing, in a certain sense, in accordance with nature. Happi- 
ness, he says, is an “activity in accordance with virtue,” 
by which he explains is meant “the highest virtue,” the 
virtue of “the best thing in us” ” and the best thing within 
us is the contemplative activity of reason,’* and consequently 

»» Eth. Nic. V, 7, 1134b, 21-24. 

Pohtica I, 2, 1253a, 2-3. 

” Ibid., 29-30. 

» Ibid. Ill, 6, 1278b, 21. J* Ibid., 13. 

M Anal. Post. I, 2, 71b, 21, and I, 9, 76a, 16-17. " Ibid. 

» Eth. Nic. X, 7, 1177a, 12. ” Ibid., 17-18. 
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in the expressions “life in accordance with virtue” and “life 
in accordance with reason,” the term virtue means intellec- 
tual virtue and the term reason means contemplative reason. 
But in a secondary degree, Aristotle maintains, happiness 
also means life in accordance with virtue which is not in- 
tellectual virtue but rather moral virtue.^® Now moral 
virtue involves prudence or practical reason, 

and is defined as being a state of character “in accordance 
with the right rule (6pd6v XSyop).” ^ Furthermore, moral 
virtue, according to him, requires also good laws, for, as he 
says, “legislators ought to stimulate men to virtue ” and 
“the man who is to be good must be well trained and habitu- 
ated.” But this training and habituation can be secured 
only “if men live in accordance with a sort of reason, and 
by a right system, invested with adequate force,” and it is 
law which provides that force and that reason and that right 
system for “the law has compulsive power, while it is at the 
same time a rule proceeding from a sort of practical wisdom 
and reason.” 

Thus, according to Aristotle, life in accordance with vir- 
tue, which means the same as life in accordance with reason, 
may have two meanings. It may mean life in accordance 
with contemplative reason, which has nothing to do with 
law, or it may mean life in accordance with practical reason, 
in which case it means the same as life in accordance with 
law enacted by vdse legislators. Now of contemplative 
reason Aristotle says that it is thought “to rule and lead us 
in accordance with nature ((card and to have cog- 

nizance of what is noble and divine,” for “the life in ac- 
cordance with reason” is that which is proper “to the 

w Ibid.y 8,11780, 9 £F. Ibid. X, 9, 1180a, 6-7. 

•• Ibid., 16-17. Ibid., 1 1 80a, 14-as. 

Ibid. VI, 13, 1 144b, 23. »< Ibid., 7, 1 177a, 13-1 5. 
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nature (rg of man.*® By the same token, of practical 

reason, or law based upon practical reason, Aristotle could 
logically also say that, in a secondary sense, it, too, is to 
rule and lead us “in accordance with nature” and that life 
in accordance with practical reason, or in accordance with 
law based upon practical reason, is proper “to the nature” 
of man. Law enacted by wise legislators, therefore, though 
it is not exactly “in accordance with nature” in the strictly 
technical sense of the term, for it often thwarts certain 
natural impulses of men, still, proceeding as it does “ from a 
sort of practical wisdom and reason,” it may be described 
as being “in accordance with nature,” inasmuch as reason 
is that which is “ to rule and lead us by nature and to have 
cognizance of what is noble and divine.” Forj as he him- 
self seems to say, in man there are certain natural impulses 
which are good and rational, so that while, as a rule, “people 
hate men who oppose their impulses (bppxtls), even if they 
oppose them righdy, the law in its ordaining of what is good 
is not an object of hatred.” 

The conception of life in accordance with nature as a 
rational and virtuous life, and not a mere instinctive life, 
is to be found also in the Stoics. To them the purely in- 
stinctive life is life in its endeavor toward self-preservation. 
“An animal’s first impulse (hp/iipf), say the Stoics, is self- 
preservation, because nature from the outset endears it to 
itself.” For brute animals, therefore, whom nature has 
endowed with an impulse to self-preservation, and nothing 
more than that impulse, “that which is in accordance with 
nature means to be regulated by that which is in accordance 
with impulse.” ** For men, however, whom nature has en- 
dowed with reason in addition to impulse, to live in accord- 

IMd,, 1178a, 5-7. *7 Diogenes, VII, 85; c£. Arnim, III, §§ 178 ff, 

^ Did.y 9, iiSoai 2^-24 ** Diogenes, VII, 86. 
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ance with nature means to live in accordance with reason, 
for “when reason (X670U) by way of a more perfect leader- 
ship has been bestowed on the beings we call rational, for 
them life in accordance with reason rightly becomes life in 
accordance with nature, for reason supervenes to shape 
impulse scientifically.” Or, as this last statement is 
phrased elsewhere, for the purpose of self-preservation “the 
sciences too have been invented, to bring aid to nature, and 
the chief among them is reckoned to be the science of con- 
duct, which helps the creature to maintain whatever nature 
has bestowed, and to obtain that which is lacking.” The 
old formula that the highest good is “to live in accordance 
with nature” is therefore explained by the Stoics as mean- 
ing “ to live with an understanding of the natural course of 
events, selecting things that are in accordance with nature 
and rejecting the opposite.” All this merely means that 
life in accordance with nature is life in accordance with 
reason, which reason invents the arts and sciences as well 
as the laws and rules of human conduct. With reference to 
law, the Stoics, therefore, like Aristotle, while distinguishing 
between natural law and enacted law, or between universal 
law and particular law, or between unwritten law and 
written law, still admit,’® again like Aristotle, that enacted 
law, if based upon reason and virtue, is a law in accordance 
with nature. “Law is the distinction between things just 
and unjust, made in agreement with that primal and most 
ancient of all things, nature; and in conformity to nature’s 
standards are framed those human laws which inflict punish- 
ment upon the wicked but defend and protect the good.” 

The main point in our analysis of the concept of natural 

«» ihid. 

5 ® Cicero, De Tinihus IV, 7, 16. 9® Cicero, Be Legihus 11 , 4, 8-5, ii. 

9 * Ihid., II, IT, 34; cf, IV, 6, 14. 93 Ihid. II, 5, 13. 
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law in Greek philosophy was to show that, according to 
Plato, Polemo, Aristotle, and the Stoics, enacted laws, if they 
are enacted by wise legislators on the basis of reason, are in 
a certain sense also laws in accordance with nature. To 
Plato they are in accordance with nature in the sense that 
they secure for each individual the enjoyment of those rights 
to which he is entitled by his natural capacities, or in the 
sense that they are in accordance with the natural instincts 
of reverence and friendship. To Polemo they are in accord- 
ance with nature in the sense that they enable each individual 
to enjoy the primary gifts of nature “honorably” and “with 
the accompaniment of virtue.” To Aristotle they are in ac- 
cordance with nature because they are the work of reason 
and reason is that which is “to rule and guide us by nature” 
and because also life in accordance with reason is proper “to 
the nature” of men. To the Stoics they are in accordance 
with nature because it is nature which has implanted reason 
in man to aid him in his striving for self-preservation. 

But still despite all this, these enacted laws, even when 
based on reason, are the work of men and not the work of 
nature and they differ from the work of nature in that they 
are not vmiversal, they are not eternal, and they are not 
immutable. Plato gives expression to this view in his state- 
ment that “law could never, by determining exactly what 
is noblest and most just for one and all, enjoin upon them 
that which is best; for the differences of men and of actions 
and the fact that nothing, I may say, in human life is ever 
at rest, forbid any science whatsoever to promulgate any 
simple rule for everything and for all time.” *■* Aristotle 
repeats the same sentiment in many passages in which he 
maintains that written or enacted laws “ought not always 
to remain unaltered ” and this because, as has already been 

w Statesman 294 b. 



PHILO 


i8o 

said by Plato, in law, as in other sciences, it is impossible 
that the law “should have been written down aright in all 
its details, for it must of necessity be couched in general 
terms, but our actions deal with particular things.” In- 
deed the Stoics express a desire that enacted laws which are 
based on reason and are in accordance with nature should 
never be abrogated, but knowing that they are only man- 
made laws they make this unabrogability of the laws de- 
pendent upon their acceptability to those who are to be 
ruled by them.®® 

It is at this point that Philo steps in with his contention 
that, if it is law in accordance with nature that is sought 
after, then philosophers might as well ^ve up their effort to 
devise such a law by their own reason. Only a law which 
was revealed by God, who is the creator of nature, can be in 
accordance with nature in the true sense of the term, for 
such a law, being the work of God, is like nature itself, and 
like nature it is universal and eternal and immutable. In the 
passages in which Philo tries to make this point we shall 
find him restate the general conception of Greek philosophers 
of (i) what is meant by natural law; we shall find him also 
restate the view generally accepted among Greek philoso- 
phers that (2) the prevailing laws of the cities are not always 
in accordance with nature; and, finally, we shall find him try 
to show (3) how the Mosaic Law is in the true sense of the 
term a law in accordance with nature. 

With regard to the term natural law, Philo uses it in the 
strictly Aristotelian sense as “general” law or “unwritten” 
law, as opposed to “particular” law and “written” law. 
Referring to the laws of Moses as “particular” (4x1 /lipovs) 
laws and to the laws which existed prior to the revelation of 

M Politica II, 8, 12690, 8-12; cf. Ill, li, 1282b, 4-6. 

^ Cicero, De Legihus 11 , 5, 14. 



ETHICAL THEORY 


i8i 

the laws of Moses as “more universal” (Kado\imT^povs) 
laws,*’' he says that “the first generations, before any at all 
of the particular {iv nipei) statutes was set in writing (ivaypa- 
^vai), followed the unwritten {aypb4xp) law with perfect 
ease — for they were not scholars or pupils of others, nor 
did they learn from teachers what was right to say or do: 
they listened to no voice or instruction but their own: they 
gladly accepted conformity with nature, holding that 
nature itself was, as indeed it is, the most venerable of 
statutes, and thus their whole life was one of happy obedience 
to law.” ** In another passage, he says of Enos that he has 
acquired the virtue of hope “by an unwritten, self-taught 
law, which nature has laid down.” ” In still another place, 
he describes Abraham as being “not taught by written law, 
but by unwritten nature, seeing that he was anxious to 
follow wholesome and untainted impulses (dp/iaw).” In 
all these passages the term natural law is used exactly, as in 
Aristotle, in the sense of general and unwritten law. But, as 
in Aristotle, too, he sometimes uses the terms “written” and 
“unwritten” law as subdivisions of “particular” law, or, 
as Philo himself says, of “ the laws of cities.” The term 
“unwritten law,” we may add in pasang, is also used by 
Philo in the sense of the Jewish “oral law.” Moreover, the 
“written” or Mosaic Law, which in contrast to the “un- 
written ” or pre-Mosaic laws, is described by him in these 
passages as the “particular” Law, is elsewhere said by him 
to contain the ten commandments which he describes as 
“general heads” (yrnfcd K6<^dXato), that is, general laws, in 

” Ahr. 1, 3. 

9 * Ihid.y 5-6; cf. also 3, 16; 46, 276. 

w Ibid, 3, 16. 

*0® Ibid, 46, 275. 

Heres 59, 295; cf. Hirzel, op, cit,^ p. 17. 

Cf. above, I, 188-194. 
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contradistinction to all the other laws which he describes as 
particular (Kard fiipos; h pipei) laws.“® 

But in his use of the term natural law we may notice three 
new elements which are not based upon Greek philosophy. 
First, the natural laws to him are not laws which esdst by the 
side of the enacted laws, but they rather mark a stage in the 
history of the development of the enacted laws. They 
existed prior to the laws revealed by God through Moses, 
wherein they were later incorporated. Second, these natural 
laws are associated by him with certain scriptural personages 
of the pre-Mosaic age. Of these personages he mentions two 
groups of three, namely, (i) Enos, Enoch, and Noah; ( 2 ) 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.“^ Of these two trios, Noah and 
Abraham are the chief personages with whose names he con- 
nects the pre-Mosaic laws. Of Noah he says that titi1tk<» 
Enos and Enoch who had each acquired only one virtue, 
namely, hope and repentance respectively, “he acquired not 
one virtue but all, and having acquired them continued to 
exercise each as opportunities allowed.” With regard to 
Abraham he quotes the verse that Abraham kept “my laws ” 
(tA vbpipA /uov),”* which in his paraphrase becomes “ all my 
law” (ir&VTa rbv vbpav pav) and to which he adds that by law 
is meant the enjoining what we ought to do and the for- 
bidding what we should not do.“’ Third, while the term 
“nature” in the various forms of the expression “law of 
nature” is used by him in its ori^nal Greek sense of natural 
instinct or impulse, as when he says that the natural law 
was learned by the pre-Mosaic generations from “no voice 
or instruction but their own” or from their “wholesome 
and untainted impulses,” ”* it is also used by him in a new 

Congt, ai, lao; DecaL 5, 19; cf. below, p. 189. 

Ahr. 1, 4 flf.; Proem* 2 , 14 fF. Mtgr* 23, 130. 

Ibid* 6, 34. *0* Cf. above, n. 98. 

Gen. 26; 5. Cf. above, n. 100. 
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sense, as a law for men which is modeled after the law which 
exists for nature. The Patriarchs, he says, “gladly accepted 
conformity with nature, holding that nature itself was, as 
indeed it is, the most venerable of statutes.”^" By “nature” 
here he does not mean the natural instinct or impulse or 
reason in man; he means thereby the law implanted in the 
universe as a whole. We may recall that to him there had 
been prior to the creation of the world an incorporeal Logos 
created by God and that upon the creation of the world 
it was implanted by God in it to act as its Law."* When he 
says here, therefore, that the Patriarchs “gladly accepted 
conformity with nature, holding that nature itself was, as 
indeed it is, the most venerable of statutes,” he means that 
the laws followed by the Patriarchs were modeled after those 
laws which they discovered in nature. Now these three new 
elements which appear in Philo’s presentation of natural 
law are based, as we shall try to show, upon Jewish tradition. 

According to Jewish tradition, certain laws which are 
found in the Law of Moses were observed by certain scrip- 
tural personages prior to Moses. These personages are 
Adam, Noah, and Abraham,"* but particularly Noah, after 
whose name these pre-Mosaic laws are known as the Noa- 
chian laws, of which a list of seven is generally given."* Of 
these seven Noachian laws only two, that of not eating of 
the flesh cut from a living animal and that of not murder- 
ing, are mentioned as direct revelations of God to Noah.’** 
As for the others, no scriptural proof-text is to be found, 
though later rabbis try to derive them, by the usual homileti- 
cal method, from the verse “And the Lord God commanded 
the man, saying, of every tree of the garden thou mayest 

Cf. above, n. 98. Cf. above, I, 229 S, Cf. above, I, 326 ff. 

<3:‘he Book oj Jubilees 7: 39; 2i: 10; cf. below nn. 115, 116, 122, 

Cf. below, p. 185* Gen. 9: 4, 6. 
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freely eat.” But from certain statements by the rabbis 
with regard to these Noachian laws, and especially with re- 
gard to Abraham, we may gather that these pre-Mosaic 
laws were considered by them as having been discovered by 
what we may call “reason” or “nature.” Concerning these 
Noachian laws, with the exception only of the law prohibit- 
ing the eating of the flesh cut from a living animal, it is said 
that “if they were not written in the Law [as divine revela- 
tions], they would have to be written in it [on rational 
grounds].” Concerning two of these Noachian laws, those 
prohibiting robbery and adultery, it is said that, if they were 
not revealed by God, man would have discovered them by 
a study of the behavior of the ant and the dove.”® Especially 
emphatic are the statements in describing how Abraham ar- 
rived at a knowledge of the existence of God and a knowl- 
edge of the Law without divine revelation. As for his knowl- 
edge of the existence of God, Abraham is said to have “of 
himself recognized the existence of the Holy One, blessed 
be He; there was no man who taught him how to recognize 
the existence of God; he recognized it by himself,” and 
he obtained that knowledge, according to other statements, 
by a study of nature, the sun, the moon, the stars, and the 
elements.”” As for his knowledge of the Law, one rabbi 
states that “Abraham learned it from himself, for it is said 
‘and a good man shall be satisfied from himself.’ An- 

other rabbi raises the question: “No father instructed him, 

Gen. 2: 16; Sanhedrin 56b. Cf, Maimonides, Mishneh ^ wahy Melaktm IX, i. 
«7 Sifray Ahrey Pereh 13, p. S6a. 

*Eruhin loob. 

Numbers Babhah 14, 2; cf. Pesi^ta Rabbatiy 33, p. 150. 

”0 Apocalypse of Abrdiam 1-7; Midrash ha Gadol on Gen. ii: 28 (ed. Schechter, 
pp. 189-190). Cf. Ginzberg, Legends of the JewSy I, 189, 212-213; V, 210, n, i6; 
217, n. 49- 

lai Prov, 14: 14. 

Genesis Rabbah 95, 3; Tanhumay Wayyiggashy § n. 
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nor had he a teacher, whence, then, did he learn the Law? ” 
and, in answer to this question, he says: “The Holy One, 
blessed be He, made his two kidneys serve like two teachers 
for him, and these welled forth and taught him wisdom.” 

By this is meant that Abraham, with the help of God, dis- 
covered the Law by his own conscience and reason, for “kid- 
neys” are conceived in the Bible and Talmud as the seat 
of moral conscience as well as of intellectual deliberation.”^ 
In these traditional utterances we find, then, the three new 
elements in Philo’s discussion of natural law: (i) its exist- 
ence prior to the revealed Law; (2) its association with cer- 
tain scriptural personages; (3) the use of the term “natural ” 
not only in the sense of conformity to a natural impulse in 
man but also in the sense of being modeled after laws im- 
planted by God in nature. 

A similarly striking analogy between the Noachian laws 
and Philo’s natural laws is to be found in their respective 
enumerations of such laws. The Noachian laws are gen- 
erally said to contain the following seven: (i ) To establish 
courts of justice, (2) not to worship idols, (3) not to blas- 
pheme the name of God, (4) not to commit adultery, (5) not 
to murder, (6) not to rob, (7) not to eat of the flesh cut from 
a living animal.”^ Now it is interesting to note that four out 
of this list of Noachian laws are described by Philo as natural 
laws. First, the belief that “the place of the created in all 
things is lower than that of the creator” and that “there 
must be a providence” is described by him as a law of 
nature.”® This, of course, corresponds to the Noachian law 

Genesis, Rabbah 6i, i, and parallels. Cf. above, nn. io8, 109. 

For Bible, see Jer. ii: ao; la: 2; 17; 10; 20: 12; Ps. 7: 10; 16: 7; 26: 2; 51: 8; 
Job 38:36, and cf. F. Delitzsch, System der Biblischen Psychologies Leipzig, 1861, 
p. 269. For Talmud, see Berakot 61 a. 

^os. ^Ahodah Zarah VIII (IX), 

^ Plant. 32, 132; Praem. 7, 42. 
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prohibiting the worship of idols, for in another place he 
describes the sin of idolatry as consisting in the payment of 
the same tribute “to the creatures as to their Creator.” 
Second, courts of justice, both divine and human, are de- 
scribed by him as existing “in nature,” “* which is only 
another way of saying that the establishment of courts of 
justice is a law of nature. Third, murder is described by 
him as a subversion of the laws of nature."** Fourth, adultery 
is similarly described by him as a violation of the laws of 
nature.*^ Still more interesting is the fact that the junction 
of heterogeneous animals by hybridization is described by 
him as “upsetting a law of nature.” *** Now in a rabbinic 
tradition this prohibition is also included by one authority 
among the Noachian laws.*®* In Greek literature, to be sure, 
some of these things mentioned by Philo are also spoken of 
as natural laws, such, for instance, as worshiping the gods **^ 
and not killing that which has life.*** But in Philo, the 
natural law does not command to worship the “gods,” but 
it rather prohibits the worship of idols, that is, the “gods.” 
Then also there is a similarity in the use of the term “courts 
of justice” in Philo’s statement that “courts of justice” 
(diKaffriipia), the divine and the human, are both “in na- 
ture,” *** and the rabbinic statement that the establishment 
of “courts of justice” dininf^'' in cities is one of the 

«7 'DecaL 13, 61. Cf. also his statement (Somn. II, 43, 283) that llie denial of the 
existence of God is against nature” (icarA 

Ibid. 23, III. 

Ibid, 25, 132. 

*3® Abr, 26, 135. 

*3* Lev. 19: 19. 

*3* Spec, IV, 39, 204. 

*33 Sanhedrin 56b. 

*34 Xenophon, Memorabilia IV, 4, 19. 

*33 Aristotle, BheU 1 , 13, 1373b, 14-16; cf. above, p. 174. 

* 3 ^ DecaL 23, iii. 

*37 Cf. rw. 'Abodah Zarah VIII (IX), 4* 
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Noachian laws. His inclusion of the prohibition of adultery 
among the natural laws also reflects Scripture and Jewish 
tradition. In Greek philosophy, Hippias, who argues for the 
existence of unwritten or universal laws, that is, natural 
laws, explicitly states that incest is not to be included among 
these laws .*38 Finally, his description of the hybridization as 
“upsetting a law of nature ” quite obviously reflects Scripture 
and the rabbinic tradition.’*’ 

So much for Philo’s treatment of natural law, which, as 
we have tried to show, reflects both Greek conceptions of 
natural law and traditional Jewish conceptions of the 
Noachian laws. 

As distinguished from these natural or general laws are 
those particular laws which he describes as “the laws of 
cities.” ’■** These laws are man-made laws; they are neither 
the product of nature nor the work of God; they are “the 
ordinances of the legislators of the diflferent cities.” Philo’s 

Xenophon, MemoraUlia IV, 4, ao; Cyropaedia V, i, 10. 

*39 An allusion to the law of not eating the flesh of a living animal as being what 
the rabbis call a Noachian law is also to be found in Philo. This law is based upon 
Gen. 9; 4, which reads: “Only flesh with the hfe thereof, which is the blood thereof, 
shall ye not eat.” Preceding this law, there is another law, in 9. 3, which reads: 
“Every moving thing that liveth shall be for food for you; as the green herb have 
I given you all.” In rabbinic literature, just as verse 9: 3 is taken as a Noachian 
law, i.e., directed to all mankind, prohibiting the eating of the flesh of a living ani- 
mal, so also verse 9; 4 is taken as a Noachian law permitting all mankind the eat- 
ing of the flesh of dead animals {Sanhedrin 59b). Now Philo, commenting upon 
verse 9: 3, quotes “some persons” {nonnulli) who say that “by this expression, ‘as 
the green herb have I given you all,* the eating of flesh was permitted,** and subse- 
quently adds that “the power of this command is not adapted to one nation alone 
[i.e., the Jews] . . . but to all mankind, who cannot possibly be universally pro- 
hibited from eating flesh** (^«. in Gen. II, 58). The interpretation of verse 9: 3 
quoted by him in the name of “some people’* is the same as the rabbinic interpre- 
tation. His own comment that this law applies to all mankind again corresponds to 
the rabbinic interpretation. We may therefore reasonably assume that the law in 
verse 9: 4 prohibiting the eating of the flesh of a living animal is similarly taken by 
Philo as applying to all mankind, i.e., as being a Noachian law. In in Gen. II, 
95, where Philo discusses verse 9: 4, he assumes that the verse contains a prohibition. 

Heres 59, 295. *41 Mos. I, i, a; cf. Ahr. 3, 16; Spec. IV, 10, 61; 23, lao. 
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Hellenization never went so far as to accept the beliefs of 
popular Greek religion about the divine origin of certain 
Greek laws. In fact, it is not impossible that the environ- 
ment in which he lived has made him doubt whether the 
Greeks themselves took these myths about the divine origin 
of some of their laws as truths, for he speaks of the Jews as 
being unique in “looking upon their laws as oracles given to 
them by God.” Of Greek lawgivers he says that some of 
them “have nakedly and without embellishment drawn up 
a code of the things they considered to be right,” while 
others “have sought to bewilder the people, by burying the 
truth under a heap of mythical inventions.” None of the 
Greek laws was thus, according to Philo, divine revelations. 
They were all inventions of lawgivers, and, if some law- 
givers claimed for them a divine origin, their claims were only 
mythical inventions. In a general sense, indeed, he admits 
that “laws and customs,” including evidently also Greek 
laws and customs, just like all the “arts and professions,” 
are from God,‘<‘* as he also says that philosophy was show- 
ered down from heaven,*'** but by this he only means that, 
like all other human achievements, the achievement of law 
and philosophy was made possible only by an act of divine 
providence,*'*® for, as he says, that God himself “is the law- 
giver and the fountain of laws, and on Him depend all par- 
ticular lawgivers.” **** But while these laws, in so far as they 
contain rational elements, may be regarded as the work of 
dmne providence, they are far from being ideal laws in 
accordance with reason and in accordance with nature. Re- 
echoing the common complaint of all the Greek philosophers 
against the existent constitutions and laws, he says that 


* 4 * Legat. 31, 210. 

Opif, I, I. 

Leg. AIL III, 9, 30. 


MS spec. Ill, 34, 185; cf. above, I, 142. 

Cf. above, I, 143. 

*47 Sacr. 39, 131. 
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“the polity as seen in various peoples is an addition to 
nature,” and “different peoples have different customs 
and regulations which are extra inventions and additions,”"'^® 
so that “the laws of the different states are additions to the 
right reason of nature.” ^5“ The expression “an addition to 
nature ” means here an excrescence upon nature, something 
adventitious to it and not in accordance with it. 

In contradistinction to both these natural laws and the 
laws of the legislators of the different cities is the Law of 
Moses. Unlike natural law, which grows up spontaneously 
without a legislator, this law is described by him as “enacted 
laws” {redivTes vbfioi,) or “enacted ordinances” {redeiniva 
SiarA-yjaara).^®! Unlike natural laws, too, which are unwritten 
and general, this law is written *** and also contains both 
general and particular laws.**^ But unlike the laws of the 
legislators of the different cities, who are human beings, 
the legislator of this law is God himself, for legislator (yoyoBir 
Tijs) is one of the terms by which Philo describes God.*®* In- 
deed Moses, too, is called legislator, but he is called so only 
because he was the prophet of God and, according to Philo’s 
conception of prophecy, one of the functions of prophecy is 
to act as a vehicle for divine legislation.**® It is God, how- 
ever, who is “the original and perfect lawgiver” and who, 
by virtue of His being the creator of the world, is “in its 
truest sense also its lawgiver.” *** “The holy books of the 
Lord,” he says, “are not monuments of knowledge or of 
vision, but are the divine command and the divine Logos.” **® 
yos. 6, 28. 

149 Ibid,y SI9. ^ IMd. 

Ihid»^ 31. ^53 Ibid,, 3; cf. above, n. 103. 

Abr, I, 5, Cf. above, p. 187. 

Post. 43, 143; Fug. 13, 66; 18, 99; Mos. II, 8, 48. 

Cf. above, pp. 16 £F, *57 Pug. 13, 66. Mos. II, 8, 48. 

^59 in Gen. IV, 140. By ‘‘knowledge and vision'* Philo means rational knowl- 
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All these statements are not mere rhetorical phrases with 
Philo. They are an expression of his philosophic belief. 
According to him, before the creation of the world, God 
created the Logos.*®® Upon the creation of the world, the 
Logos was implanted in it by God to act as its law.*®* Then 
later, when God revealed the Law to guide men in their 
conduct in the world, that Law was the application to human 
conduct of the same law which He had previously implanted 
in the world for the regulation of the order of nature. God 
is thus the true legislator of the laws for both nature and 
men, and the laws of Moses, though enacted laws, are still 
in the true sense of the term in accordance with nature, inas- 
much as God who is their true legislator enacted them in 
harmony with those laws of nature of which He is also the 
le^slator. No other enacted law is to Philo truly in accord- 
ance with nature, inasmuch as none of them was enacted by 
God who is the author of the laws of nature. Thus, com- 
menting on the verses “And Abraham gave all that he had 
to Isaac, but unto the sons of the concubines, which Abra- 
ham had, Abraham gave gifts,” *®® he says that the blessings 
bequeathed by Abraham to Isaac “resemble natural ( 4 >iffei) 
laws,” whereas the blessings bequeathed by him to the sons 
of the concubines resemble “enacted (0^(rei.) laws.” *®* 
When therefore he refers to the laws of the Pentateuch as 
“laws of God-beloved men,” *®^ he does not mean thereby 

Cf. above, I, 22 g ff, ^ Cf- above, 1 , 326 £F. 

Gen. 25: 5-6. 

Mi ^, 1 6, 94; cf. above, p. 173. C. H. Dodd says: “In Hellenistic Judaism 
the idea of law had already been influenced” by the Stoic idea of a “law of nature** 
(“Hellenism and Christianity’* in Harvard tercentenary PMications: Independence^ 
Convergence^ and Borrowings 1937, p. 113). The influence in our opinion was only 
to the extent that Hellenistic Jewish philosophers argued against the Stoics and 
other Greek philosophers that there was only one law which could be properly 
described as a “law of nature** and that was the revealed Law of Moses. 

"Deter, 5, 13. 
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that those laws were enacted by men whom God loves; he 
means thereby that those laws were revealed by God to men 
out of His love for them.*®* 

Proof that “the laws were not the inventions of man but 
quite clearly the oracles of God” is found by Philo in the 
scriptural account of the revelation on Mount Sinai,*®® which 
he accepts as history. 

Evidently having in mind the claims of divine origin for the 
laws of certain Greek states, he maintains that “Moses him- 
self was the best of all lawgivers in all countries, better in 
fact than any that have ever arisen among either the Greeks 
or the barbarians, and that his laws are most excellent and 
truly come from God.” *®’' Evidently also counteracting the 
claim of a divine nature or origin for the laws of Minos on 
the ground, as restated by Plato, that they “have made 
Crete happy through the length of time, and Sparta happy 
also, since she began to use them,” *®® he maintains, quite 
obviously with reference to what happened to both Sparta 
and Crete between the time of Plato and his own time, that 
the institutions of other peoples “have been unsettled by 
numberless causes — wars, tyrannies or other mishaps — 
which the revolutions of fortune have launched upon 
them,” *®* whereas the laws of Moses alone “remain secure 
from the day when they were first enacted to now.” *^ Evi- 
dently again having in mind the statements by Plato and 
Aristotle that laws cannot remain unaltered,*^ he expresses 

Cf. above, 1 , 123, n. 65, 143. 

'DecaL 4, 15; cf. Prohus 12, 80. 

Mos, II, 3, 12. Josephus, in cldiming for the Mosaic laws a divine origin, com- 
pares him to “Minos and later le^slators,” of whom, he says, Minos attributed his 
laws to Zeus and Lycurgus attributed his to Apollo, adding, however, cautiously, 
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ance” {Apion, II, 16, 161-162). 
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his hope, that is, his belief, that “they will remain for future 
ages as though immortal, so long as the sun and moon and 
the whole heaven and universe exist.” Finally, he tries 
to show that laws of Moses are more widespread and more 
universal than aU the other systems of law at his time, men- 
tioning especially the laws of the Athenians and the Lacedae- 
monians and the Egyptians and in general of the peoples of 
Asia and Europe.*’^ “We may say,” he concludes, “that 
mankind from east to west, every country and nation and 
state, show aversion to foreign institutions, and think they 
will enhance the respect for their own by showing disrespect 
for those of other countries. It is not so with ours. They 
attract and win the attention of all, of Barbarians, of Greeks, 
of dwellers on the mainland and islands, of nations of the 
east and west, of Europe and Asia, of the whole inhabited 
world from end to end.” 

Then, with this conception of the divine origin of the Law 
of Moses, he tries to show how that Law is what philosophers 
would describe as being in accordance with nature. God, 
argues Philo, is the founder both of the laws of nature and 
the laws revealed through Moses and, since both these sys- 
tems of law emanate from the same divine source, they are 
in harmony with each other, and consequently life in accord- 
ance with nature, which is recommended by philosophers, 
and life in accordance with the Law, which is enjoined by 
Scripture, mean one and the same thing. Why, asks Philo, 
did Moses preface his laws with the story of the creation of 
the world? It is to show, he answers, “that the world is in 

* 7 * Mos, II, 3, 14. 

*73 lhid» II, 4, 19. 

*74 Ihid.^ 19-ao. So also Josephus argues for the superiority of the Mosaic laws 
on the ground that for a longer time than any other laws “they have stood the test 
of our own use,” i.e., they have remained unaltered, and have also “excited the 
emulation of the world at large” {Apion. II, 39, 280). 
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harmony with the Law, and the Law with the world, and 
that the man who observes the Law is constituted thereby a 
loyal citizen of the world regulating his doings by the purpose 
and will of nature, in accordance with which the entire world 
itself is administered.” In the historical part of the 
Pentateuch, he says again, Moses “wished to show two most 
essential things: first, that the Father and Maker of the world 
was in the truest sense also its Lawgiver; secondly, that he 
who would observe the laws will accept gladly the duty of 
following nature and live in accordance with the ordering 
of the imiverse.” In another place he identifies the 
scriptural reference to “all His commandments and ordi- 
nances and judgments which are written in the book of this 
Law”^''^ with “the laws and statutes of nature.”*’* And 
so when he happens to quote in the name of “the best phil- 
osophers,” that the end which man is to strive after is “to 
live in accordance with nature,” which is attained “when- 
ever the mind having entered on the path of virtue, walks 
in the tracks of right reason and follows God ” *” — phrases 
and expressions borrowed from Plato, Aristotle, and the 
Stoics**" — he hastens to add that by all these he means 
“remembering His commandments” *** and as proof-text he 
quotes a Jewish traditional saying based upon a scriptural 
verse, to the effect that “Abraham did all thy Law,”*** add- 
ing “Law being evidently nothing else than the divine 
word, enjoining what we ought to do and forbidding what 
we should not do, as Moses testifies by saying ‘he received 
Opif. 1, 3. 

* 7 ^ Mos, II, 8, 48; Opif, 1, 3. 23, 128. 

^’7 'OeuL 30: 10. Cf. above, pp. 171, 176, 178. 

Somn, II, 26, 174-175. Mtgr, 23, 128. 

*** The scriptural verse (Gen. 26; 5) reads: “Because Abraham thy father 
hearkened to my voice and kept My charge. My commandments. My statutes, and 
My laws.” The Talmudic comment on this verse is: “Abraham our father had 
observed the entire Law even before it was given.” {Kiddushin 82a.) 
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the law from His words.’ Similarly also when he 

happens to speak of “those who take pains to cultivate 
virtue,” he adds immediately “and set the holy laws be- 
fore them to guide them in all they do or say in their private 
or in their public capacity.” When philosophers speak of 
living in accordance with nature or reason or right reason, 
they mean thereby that man is to live in accordance with 
such principles discovered by human reason as would not 
bring him into conflict with his own nature or with the 
nature of the world around him. To Philo, however, it 
means to live in accordance with the revealed Law, for the 
Law revealed by God to man is in harmony with the law 
which God himself has implanted in man and in the universe. 

He is especially eager to point out that while on the one 
hand there is a certain similarity between the Laws of Plato 
and the Law of Moses, on the other hand there exists an 
essential difference between them. The former is man-made 
and the latter is of divine origin. Evidently alluding to 
Plato’s statement that all legislators before him have con- 
tented themselves with issuing only peremptory commands 
whereas he will preface his laws by preambles containing 
exhortations,^** he tries to show how Moses, while in one re- 
spect uses the same method as Plato, in another respect dif- 
fers from Plato. Like Plato, he prefixes his laws by preambles 
containing erfiortations.^*^ But unlike Plato, who began his 
laws with “the foundation of a man-made city” and hence 
with man-made laws, Moses began his laws “with the story 
of the creation of the Great City or the world” by God and 
hence also with the revelation of the Law by God.**® When 
therefore in one place he quotes Plato that we ought “to be- 
come like God, as far as this is possible; and to become like 

183 Deut. 33: 4. praem, 20, 119. Mos^ II, 9, 49-51. 

Mip-, 23, 130. Laws IV, 722 b-e. IhiL^ 51. 
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Him is to become holy, just and wise,” and when also 
in several other places he re-echoes Plato’s statements to 
the effect that our true end is “likeness to God” and to be 
“following Him step by step in the highways cut out by 
virtues” *** or that “the goal of happiness is to become like 
God,” or that good rulers should “imitate” God’s actions 
“if they have any aspirations to become like God,” or 
that “a man should imitate God as much as may be and 
leave nothing undone that may promote such likeness as 
is possible” — in all these he means, as similar statements 
in native Jewish tradition mean, to live according to the Law. 
One of these characteristic statements in native Jewish 
tradition, commenting upon the verse “after the Lord your 
God shall ye walk,” raises the rhetorical question, “Is it 
possible for a man to walk after the Shekinah?” and its 
answer is: “You cannot but say that it means to walk after 
the virtues or laws of the Holy One: as He clothed the naked 
(Gen. 3:21), so do thou clothe the naked; as He visited 
the sick (Gen. 18: i), so do thou visit the sick; as He com- 
forted the mourners (Gen. 25:11), so do thou comfort the 
mourners; as He buried the dead (Deut. 34: 6), so do thou 
bury the dead.” 

Other texts from which native Jewish tradition derives 
the principle of the imitation of God and the assimilation 
to Him are the verses “But ye that cleave unto the Lord 
thy God” and “For as a girdle cleaveth to the loins of a 
man, so have I caused to cleave imto me the whole house of 


189 Fug, 12, 63; cf. Itheaetetus 176 b ; Laws IV, 716 c f. 

=^90 Op/, 50, 144. 

Decal, 15, 73. Firs. 31, 168. 

Spec, IV, 36, 188. Deut. 13: 5 (4). 

*95 Sotah 14a. On the principle of imitatio Dei in Judaism, see S. Schechter, Some 
Aspects 0/ Rahhinic theology ^ pp. 199 ff.; G. F. Moore, Judaism^ I, 441; II, iiof., 
172 f. Deut. 4: 4. 
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Israel,” which verses are used as an ejqjlanation of the 
verse “ Ye shall be holy, for I the Lord Thy God am holy.” 
Similarly Philo infers the same principle from the use of the 
word “cleave” in the verse “Thou shalt fear the Lord Thy 
God, and Him thou shalt serve and to Him shalt thou 
cleave.””’ “What then is the cementing substance?” he 
asks rhetorically, and his answer is: “Do you ask, what? 
Pity, surely, and faith: for these virtues adjust and unite 
the intent of the heart to the incorruptible Being: as Abra- 
ham when he believed is said to ‘come near to God.’ 

With his conception of the Pentateuch as a revealed sys- 
tem of law which aims to regulate life in accordance with 
virtue and hence leads to happiness, Philo tries to answer 
the question discussed by Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle as to 
the acquisition of happiness or virtue. As stated by Aristotle, 
the “question is asked, whether happiness is to be acquired 
by learning (jiadrjrdv) or by habit (iduTTbv) or some other sort 
of practice {o.ffKtiTbv), or comes in the way of some divine 
dispensation (riva. delay (lolpav)’* Or, as the same ques- 
tion is stated by him with reference to virtue, “some think 
that we are made good by nature (<f>i)crei), others by habit 
(idet.), others by teaching (5idaxv)” and explains that by the 
term “by nature” is meant that it comes as a result of some 
divine causes (jivas deias aWas).”* By “some divine 
causes ” he means what he himself in the other passage calls, 
in the language of Plato, “divine dispensation.” His own 

w Jer. 13: II. 

Lev. 19: 2. Cf. Yal\ut Shlm'oni I, 604, quoting ^anhuma\ cf. *^anhuma ed. 
Buber Kedoshim^ § 5. 

*99 Deut. 10: 20. 

Gen. 18; 23. 

M(gr. 24, 132. The same verse, Deut. 10; 20, is quoted also as proof-text for 
the same principle by a medieval rabbi, Eliezer of Metz, in Sefer YereHm^ § 3. 

Eth. Nic, I, 9, 1099b, 9-10. 

Hid* X, 9, 1179b, 20-23, 
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view is that virtue does not depend upon “nature” or 
“some divine dispensation” or “some divine causes”; it is 
acquired through learning or teaching {diSaaKoXla) 

and through practice (^o-kijo-k) or habit (geos).”** The Stoics, 
on the other hand maintain that virtue comes to us only 
through knowledge and learning,®**® denying therefore by 
implication that it can come through nature or through 
practice.®**^ 

This is how the problem stood at the time of Philo, With 
neither of these views, however, does he agree. To him 
virtue and happiness are acquired by all these three methods, 
nature, practice, and learning, and all these three methods 
ultimately come as a result of a divine dispensation or a 
divine cause. He thus attributes to Moses the view that 
“virtue is gained either by nature or by practice 

(kaidjffti) or by learning ®'’® qualifying, however, 

this statement elsewhere by adding that these three methods 
of acquiring virtue depend upon each other, for “teaching 
cannot be consummated without nature or practice, nor is 
nature capable of reaching its zenith without learning and 
practice, nor practice either unless the foundation of nature 
and teaching has first been laid.” ®'*® These three sources of 
virtue are repeatedly mentioned by him in many other 
passages.®” On the whole, by the term “nature” he means, 
as it was explained by Aristotle, “some divine dispensa- 
tion” or “some divine causes,” except that with him it 

Ibid. I, 9, 1099b, 15-16; cf. II, 1, 1103a, 14-18. 

SOS Diogenes^ VII, 93. Idem.y VII, 91. 

Cf. Zeller, III, i**, p. 240 {StoicSy Epicureans and Sceptics^^ p. 255). 

SomnA,Tj^iS^^ 

Ahr, II, 53- 

«» As, e.g., MuL 14 , 88; Ahr. ii, 53; Praem. ii, 64-65; cf. Leisegang, Indices^ 
under li(riajcri>Si &(t'K 7 Jtik 6 s, 

The term Beta fxdipa occurs frequently in his writings; cf. Leisegang, Indices^ 
under fidipa. 
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has assumed a more definite meaning, due to the fact that a 
dispensation which is divine or a cause which is divine means 
to him something different, not something which brings 
about a result by necessity but rather something which 
brings about a result by the free will of God. When Philo 
says, therefore, that virtue may be acquired “by nature,” 
he means thereby that certain persons, by the special grace 
of God, have been endowed from birth with a predisposition 
for virtue.”* Similarly with regard to the terms “practice” 
and “learning,” they have acquired with him some special 
meaning. It is not every kind of practice and every kind of 
learning through which one acquires virtue and hence also 
happiness; it is the practice and the learning of the laws re- 
vealed by God by His “graciousness and beneficence.” **’ 
Ultimately, therefore, it is God who is the source of virtue 
and the source of happiness. In accordance with this view, 
God is described by him as “sowing for the race of mortals 
the seed of happiness in good and virgin soil ” and the ser- 
vice of God is said by him to be the source and the 

beginning of happiness. Again, the divine powers 

are said by him to descend, at the bidding of their Father, 
with laws and ordinances from heaven and sow in virtue- 
loving souls the nature of happiness.**’ 

His special emphasis upon God as the source of nature and 
the source of the laws of virtue and the source of happiness 
is to be discerned in passages in which he gives his own ver- 
sion of certmn philosophic sentiments. In one place he re- 
produces the common Stoic view that “the hope of happi- 
ness incites also the devotees of virtue to study wisdom, be- 
lieving that thus they will be able to discern the nature of 

•“ Cf. above, 1 , 4J0. Post. 54, 185. 

Mos. n, 35, 189; cf. above, pp. 51-50. Spec. II, 9, 38. 

Cher. 14, 49. »T Cher. 31, 106. 
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all that exists and to act in accordance with nature.” But 
immediately after that he restates the same view with a new 
emphasis upon the need of setting one’s hope on God who 
is above nature and is the source of nature. “He alone is 
worthy of my approval,” he says, “who sets his hope on 
God both as the source to which his coming into existence 
itself is due and as the sole power which can keep him free 
from harm and destruction.” Not merely “to discern the 
nature of all that exists” is the highest intellectual virtue 
but to know that God is “the source” of the existence of all 
things, not merely “to act in accordance to nature” is the 
highest practical and moral virtue but to act in accordance 
with the knowledge that God rewards and punishes each man 
in accordance with his deeds. In other places he says that 
“no man should be thought a man at all who does not set his 
hope on God” and only he who sets his hope on God is 
of the race of men which is “ truly rational ” (Xcrywcij').®” This 
is evidently his own revision of Aristotle’s statement that 
“it is characteristic of the good man to work out the good, 
and does so for his own sake, for he does it for the sake of 
the intellectual element (havoririKov) in him, which is thought 
to be the man himself.” 

This conception of revelation was a logical consequence of 
his conception of God as a free agent who created the world 
by His own free-will and established within it laws which can 
be upset by His own free-will. Creation, miracles, and reve- 
lation are three fundamental concepts which are connected 
in Philo’s mind with the concept of the free-will of God. If 
asked for proof for the possibility of miracles, Philo refers to 
the act of creation which is to him the greatest of all mira- 

Air. a, 9. 

Eth. Nie. IX, 4, ii66a, 16-17. 


Praem, 2, ii. 
Ibid,^ 13. 
Ibid.^ 14 . 
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cles.”’ And if asked for proof for the possibility of revela- 
tion, he refers to miracles. In describing the revelation of 
the Law on Mount Sinai, he says: “I should suppose that 
God wrought on this occasion a miracle of a truly holy kind 
by bidding an invisible sound to be created in the air,” 
Revelation, to him, is a miracle; given a Go3 who can per- 
form miracles. He can also reveal a law. 

11 . Commandments and Virtues 
(«) Classification of Commandments and Virtues 

With his identification of the Law of Moses with that ideal 
law in accordance with nature sought after by philosophers, 
Philo undertakes to show that the commandments which 
constitute the laws of Moses are identical with the virtues 
upon which the ideal philosophic law is to be based. As 
preliminary to this identification he tries to classify the 
Mosaic commandments as well as the philosophic virtues. 

In his attempt to classify the commandments, he makes 
use of three methods of classification which were current in 
native Jewish tradition. First, he divides the laws into 
“commands and prohibitions (kTayopdireisy’ * 

This corresponds to the traditional Jewish division of the 
laws into positive and negative commandments,* though he 
expresses himself in language borrowed from the Stoics.* 
Then, he divides the laws into two groups, one of them con- 
taining "duties to God” and the other “duties to men.” < 
This again corresponds to the traditional Jewish division of 
the laws into those between man and God and those be- 

”» Moj, II , 48, 267; cf. above, I, 354. Deca/. 9, 33. 

' Spte. I, 55, 299; cf. Mip'. 23, 130; J'os. 6, 29; Mos. II, i, 4; Proem, g, 55. 

’Moiio/a3b. 

> Amina, 11 , 1003; III, 314, 613, 614. Cf. Cohn, PMos IVerke, and Colson, on 
Proem* 9, 55. 

< Heres 35, i68; Becol* 20, 106. 
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tween man and man.® Then also the laws contained in the 
Pentateuch are regarded by him as special laws under the 
heading of the ten commandments, the latter of which he 
describes as heads (K«<^aXaia),* general heads {yevtKi, k€^6l- 
Xaia), roots (pl^ai), sources (dpxaf), and fountains (miyal).'’ 
In rabbinic literature, it is similarly said that the ten com- 
mandments contain all the laws of the Torah.* This last 
method of classification is adopted by Philo in his direct dis- 
cussion of the laws of Moses. First, in his De Decalogo, he 
enumerates and discusses the ten commandments. Then, 
in his De Specialibus Legibus, he (fiscusses the special laws 
which he arranges under the ten commandments. 

To these three methods of the classification of the laws, 
all of which are of traditional origin, he adds two other 
methods, one based upon Scripture, to be discussed later 
under ‘'Deeds, Words, Intentions” and another, a new 
method of his own, based upon his own conception that the 
Law of Moses is that ideal law looked for by philosophers 
which is to guide men in what philosophers call life in ac- 
cordance with virtue. As that looked-for ideal code of law, 
the ten commandments of Moses as weU as the special laws 
included under them are “ the virtues of universal value,” in- 
citing and exhorting us to “wisdom and justice and godli- 
ness and the rest of the company of virtues,” ’ they all 
“inculcate the highest standard of virtue,” ” and “those who 
take pains to cultivate virtue” are those who “set the holy 
laws before them to guide them in all they do or say,” “ so 
that those who conform to these laws “must be exempt from 
every unreasoning passion and every vice in a higher degree 

s Af, Yoma VIII, 9. ^ Spec* IV, 25, 134. 

* 'Decal* 5, 19. ” Ihid*^ 34, 179. 

7 Con^jr* 21, 120. “ Praem* 20, 119. 

* Canticles Rabhah to Cant. 5; 14. Cf. Bentwich, Philo-Judaeus of Alexandria^ 
p. 117. 
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than those who are governed by other laws.” ” Conse- 
quently the laws can be classified, according to him, under 
the headings of the various virtues which they are meant to 
implant in men. And so within his general scheme of classi- 
fying the laws under the headings of the ten commandments 
there is another scheme, that of classifying them under the 
headings of cardinal virtues. Now the conception that laws 
are to implant virtues is Platonic. In his criticism of the 
laws of Crete and Lacedaemon Plato contends that thdr 
purpose was to implant only one virtue, that of courage, 
which was necessary for war.'* In his own ideal laws, he 
makes their purpose the implantation of all the virtues.*'* 
Philo’s contention is that the laws of Moses are the ideal 
laws which do actually implant all the -vartues. With this 
in view, he tries to classify the virtues, and in accordance 
■with this classification of the virtues he classifies also the 
laws. 

There is no single formal classification of the •virtues in 
Philo. But throughout his writings he throws out certain 
hints at their classification. Examining all his statements 
on this subject and combining them together, we get the 
following general picture of his classification of virtues. 

To begin with, in conformity with his acceptance of the 
Platonic theory of ideas, he believes there is an idea of 
■virtue corresponding to every particular virtue in the visible 
world. This distinction between the idea and the copy of 
virtue is designated by him by the terms “heavenly 'virtue” 
and “earthly -virtue.” ” This is a new classification of his 
own. 

Then the virtues are divided by him into two classes. 
First, there are “virtues of the soul,” such as “prudence, 

- Spa. IV, 9, ss. « Hid. in, 688 a f. 

*« Lms 1 , 630 D f. « Ltg. All. 1 , 14, 45. Cf. above, 1 , 233, 261. 
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temperance and each of the others.” Second, there are 
“virtues of the body,” such as “health, efficiency of the 
senses, dexterity of limb and strength of muscle.” Third, in 
contradistinction to virtues, there are “external advan- 
tages,” such as “wealth” and “glory” and “pleasures.”*® 
In another place he describes all these “virtues” and “ex- 
ternal advantages” as the “three goods” {trtplicia bona), 
and refers to “Aristotle with the Peripatetics.” *’ The ref- 
erence is to that passage in Aristotle, where the latter, 
referring to Plato,*® says that “goods {kyaJQii) have been 
divided into three classes, and some are described as exter- 
nal, others as relating to soul or to body.” *® In still another 
place he describes bodily goods as being more nearly con- 
nected with us (olKetbrepa.) than external goods." Now in our 
first quotation from Philo, it will be noticed that under 
“virtues of the soul” he mentions only what Aristotle calls 
moral virtues. In Aristotle, however, the term “virtues of 
the soul” is used to include both intellectual and moral 
virtues.** Again, in the same quotation from Philo it will 
also be noticed that bodily goods are called “virtues of the 
body.” In Aristotle and Plato, however, the term virtue, 
in its strict and technical sense, refers only to the goods of 
the soul," and the Stoics, in their reproduction of this three- 
fold classification of goods, say definitely that the virtues, 
according to the “Academics and the Peripatetics,” belong 

So^, 12, 61. A similar threefold division is implied in Abr, 38, 219 (cf J. 
Cohn in Philos Werke^ ad /or.). 
in Gen, III, 16. 

** Euthydemus 279 a-b; Philebus 48 d-e; Laws V, 743 e. 

*9 Eth, Nic, I, 8, 1098b, 12-14. 

" Praem, 20, 118. 

« Eth, Nic, VI, 1, 1138b, 35-1 139a, 1. 

“ Cf. Aristotle, op, cit,y I, 8, 1098b, 14-15: We call those that relate to the soul 
most properly and truly goods.” Similarly Plato, Philebus 48 e, after enumerating 
the three goods, applies the term virtue only to those of the soul. 
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only to the souL*^ But Philo’s application of the term virtue 
to bodily goods may be justified on the ground that the 
description of “health,” and also of other bodily goods, as 
a "virtue of the body” occurs in Plato ** and Aristotle.** 

Another division of the virtues in Philo is that into divine 
{etiai) and human {jhBpiyirwax). These two terms are used by 
him in two senses. First, he uses the term “divine virtues” 
in the sense of “virtues of the soul” and the term “human 
virtues” in the sense of “virtues of the body,” referring to 
them respectively as “real” and “reputed” virtues.*® In 
a somewhat similar sense, these two terms are also used by 
Plato in his division of “good things” into divine and 
human.*^ Second, the terms “divine virtue” and “human 
virtue”** are used by him respectively in the sense of 
Aristotle’s purely scientific type of both “intellectual vir- 
tue” and “moral virtue.” Intellectual virtue of this purely 
scientific kind is described by Aristotle as that which has for 
its object that which exists “of necessity” and is “eternal” 
in the sense of being “ungenerated and imperishable.” ** 
Such an object would undoubtedly include what he calls God. 
So also the description of “divine virtue” in Philo is that 
which has God for its object.*® “Human virtue” is described 

^ Sextus, Adversus Ethicos, 45; cf. Diogenes, VII, 102. 

** Gordias 479 B; 504 c, 

« Khet, I, 5, 1361b, 3; I, 6, 1362b, 15. 

^ Af/jr. 29, 158-'!^. In 158, he speaks of ‘‘virtues human and divine,” char- 
acterizing thm respectively as “ the real and reputed virtues.” In 160, he refers to 
riiese two classes of virtues as “ the concerns of the soul” and “ the concerns of the 
body” respectively, 

*7 Lams I, 631 B-c. Under “human” goods Plato includes both bodily goods 
and external advantages, the latter of which is illustrated by him by the term 
“wealth,” 

** Somn. 11 , 42, 277. 

*9 Ethn Nic, VI, 3, 1139b, 22-24, 

^ Somn, II, 43, 283, where those who oppose “divine virtue” are described as 
those who deny the existence of God as an incorporeal being who created the world 
and is its guar(han and protector. 
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by Philo as that kind of virtue which is rejected by “ the com- 
pany of those devoted to their passions (^tXoirafloOs).” 
This kind of virtue quite obviously refers to moral virtue. 
Similarly Aristotle describes moral virtue as “human 
virtue.” ^ 

In Aristotle a distinction is made between the possession 
(kttJvis) of virtue and its use (xPWi-s)} or between a state of 
mind or character mis) and an activity (hkpyeia)^^ This 
distinction is intimated by Philo when in contrast to “vir- 
tues” he speaks of (i) “activities in accordance with vir- 
tues” {kolt kperhs ivipjeiai), (2) “right actions” {KaropBii- 
para) and (3) “what philosophers call duties ((caft^/coyra).” *■* 
As the equivalent of “ activities in accordance with virtues ” 
he uses also the expression “actions (rpk^eis) in accordance 
with virtues.” In another place, in addition to “duties” 
and “right actions,” which are mentioned together with 
“virtue existing among men” (/car’ avBp&irovs kp€T^), that is, 
human or moral virtue,*® he mentions also (4) “acts in ac- 
cordance with laws laid down by legislators ” (v6fu.p.a Biffu).^’’ 
In still another place he says: “Let that which seems good 
to virtue be law for each one of us.” *® We have thus in 
Philo four kinds of activities which are to be distinguished 
from virtue as a mere state of mind or character, namely, 
(i) “activities in accordance with virtue,” (2) “right ac- 
tions,” (3) “duties,” and (4) “acts in accordance with en- 
acted laws.” We shall comment upon the history and mean- 
ing of these four activities as well as upon the terms and ex- 
pressions by which they are designated. 

^ Ibid. 4a, 377. 

Eth. Nic. II, 6, 1 106a, 82-34; cf* I. * 3 > 1102a, I4. 

« Ibid. I, 8, 1098b, 31-33. 

M Leg. All. 1 , 17, 56; cf. Sacr. 20, 73, where the term "duties” is omitted. 

w Abr. 6, 31. " Leg. All. Ill, 43, 126. 

3 * Cf. above, n. 32. s* Ibid., 87, 245. 
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The expression “activity in accordance with virtue” is of 
Aristotelian origin,” and, in Aristotle, it applies to an activ- 
ity which is either in accordance with intellectual virtue or 
in accordance with moral virtue/® 

The term “right action” {KarbpBuna) occurs in Aristotle,^* 
but it was made popular by the Stoics, who invested it with 
a special technical meaning/® Philo seems to use it in the 
same sense as “ activity in accordance with virtue ” or “ ac- 
tion in accordance with virtue,” though he sometimes uses 
it in the same list together with either one of these two ex- 
pressions/* He once says that “right action proceeds from 
virtue,” ** which means the same as “action or activity in 
accordance with virtue.” 

The term “duties” in the passage quoted is introduced by 
the statement “what philosophers call duties.” The refer- 
ence is, of course, to the Stoic use of the term.^s Within 
duties we find that he distinguishes between two kinds of 
duties. First, he speaks of duties which he describes as 
sufficient in themselves This seems to reflect a 

combination of (i) that class of “preferred things” {tpotj- 
yph>a) which the Stoics describe as being preferred “for 
their own sake” (5i’ airb,)*’’ and that class of duties which 
they describe as being unconditional {S,vev ircpiffrAo-cws),'** 
always (del) incumbent ” and perfect (rA-eia).*® With this 

» EtA. Nie. I, lo, iioob, lo; X, 6, 1177a, 10; X, 8, 1178a, 9-10. 

Cf. lac, cit. 

Magna Moralia II, 3, 1199a, 13. 

^ See Aniim, Index, 8,v, j cf. Zeller, III, p, (150, nn. 4 and 5 {Stoics^ Epicureans 
and Seeptic^^ p. 065, nn. 1 and 2). 

^ Cf. Leg, All 1 , 17, 56; Sacr, 20, 73. 

^ Prohus 9, 60. 

^ Cf. Diogenes, VII, 108; Amim, Index, sub koBtIkovi Zeller, III, pp, 271-274 
(Sims, Epicureans and Sceptic^, pp. 287-290), 

^ Leg, Alim, 

^ Diogenes, VII, 107. 

109. 
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s® Stobaeus, Eclogae II, p. 85, 1 . 19. 
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kind of duty the Stoics also identify right action (KarSp- 
Second, he speaks of intermediate (piaa) duties.*® 
In one place, without mentioning the word duty, he speaks 
of “indifferent” (dStiSi^opa) actions as distinguished from 
“right actions proceeding from virtue.” ** Both these terms 
are used by the Stoics synonymously as a description of a 
certain type of duty.*"* 

His inclusion of acts performed in accordance with estab- 
lished law among virtuous acts reflects Aristotle’s statement 
that “all lawful acts (yhpipa) are in a sense just acts, for 
acts laid down by the legislative art are lawful, and each of 
these, we say, is just.” ** 

Another division of the virtues found in Philo is that into 
contemplative (d&aprrnKii) virtue and practical {rpaKTucij) 
virtue.*® This division in its verbal form is taken from the 
Stoic Panaetius,*’' with whom it probably means the same 
as Aristotle’s division of the virtues into intellectual and 
moral, for, according to Aristotle, the activity of intellectual 
virtue is “contemplative” *® and the activity of moral vir- 
tue is an “activity of practical virtue.” ** But with Philo 
the term “contemplative” seems to include both intellectual 
and moral virtues, as distinguished from “practical” which 
similarly includes actions corresponding to both intellectual 
and moral virtues. We may gather this from his statement 
in which he explains that virtue is contemplative on the 
ground that “it clearly involves contemplation, since phil- 
osophy, the road that leads to it, involves contemplation 

» Hid., 1 . so. » Proius 9, 60; cf. Leg. All, 1, 30, 93. 

» Sacr. 10, 43; Plant, as, 94; ag, 100. 

M Stobaeus, Eclogae II, p. 86, U. 10-16; f. Armm, Index, sub 45 t 4 ^por, koB^kov, 
lAk<rov, 

ss Eth, Nic, V, 1, 1129b, ia-14. 

sfi Leg, All 1, 17 , 57 . 

57 Diogenes, VII, 92. 
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through its three parts, lo^c, ethics, physics.” In this 
statement, as will be noticed, contemplative virtue is said 
to involve ethical philosophy, which means that it involves 
the philosophy of moral virtue. On the whole, Philo’s dis- 
tinction here between “contemplation” and “practical” 
virtues, with his use of the term “ contemplative ” to include 
both “intellectual” and “moral” virtues, may correspond 
to the Aristotelian distinction, already quoted above, be- 
tween the “possession” of virtue and the “use” thereof,** 
the former meaning only a state of mind or character, the 
latter meaning certain actions in conformity with that state 
of mind or character. 

The result of our analysis of Philo’s texts bearing upon the 
classification of the virtues is that on the whole he divides 
virtue into three classes, (i) intellectual, (2) moral, and 
(3) practical, calling both “intellectual” and “moral” vir- 
tues by the general term “contemplative” and using the 
term “practical ” as a designation of the actions correspond- 
ing either to the intellectual or to the moral virtues. It is 
according to this threefold classification of the philosophic 
virtues that he undertakes to classify the laws of Moses, 
treating them, when they involve no actions, as virtues — 
contemplative, intellectual, or moral — and, when they in- 
volve actions, as actions corresponding to virtues or, as he 
himself calls them, practical virtues. 

{b) Intellectual Virtues and Actions 

Intellectual virtues, which in the language of Philo are 
called divine virtues, have God as their object. They include 
right opinions not only of God in His own nature but also of 
God as creator and of His creations in so far as they were 

** 1 , 17, 57. Ct above, p. 005. 
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created by Him. These right opinions have been enumerated 
in our discussion in a previous chapter of the eight funda- 
mental principles which to him constitute the religious 
teachings of Scripture: (i) that God exists, (a) that He is 
ane, (3) that He exercises providence, (4) that He created 
the world, (5) that the world which He created is one, 
(6) that He created incorporeal ideas, (7) that He revealed 
a Law, and (8) that the Law which He revealed is eternal.®* 
All these principles are taught, according to him, in the vari- 
Dus verses which he quotes as proof-texts. But they are also 
taught, he maintains, indirectly in the historical framework of 
the Pentateuch which forms the setting of the laws. For the 
Pentateuch, which in native Jewish tradition as well as in 
Philo is considered primarily as a book of Law, is in its frame- 
(vork a history, beginning with the story of the creation of 
the world, passing on to the history of mankind, and tapering 
iff to a history of the Jewish people. The question why a 
book which is primarily intended to be a code of law should 
begin with the creation of the world must have occurred to 
many a mind. A rabbi gave utterance to this question in the 
statement that “the Torah should have started with the 
verse ‘This month shall be unto you the beginning of 
months,’ ” which is the first legal injunction delivered to 
the people of Israel as a whole, and his answer to this ques- 
tion is that the story of creation as well as the subsequent 
bistorical part is for the purpose of “making known the 
power of His might, as it is said ‘He hath declared to His 
people the power of His works, that He may give them the 
heritage of the nations.’ Philo similarly says: “We 
must give the reason why he began his law book with the 
history, and put the commands and prohibitions in the sec- 

^ Cf. above, 1 , 164 ff, Ps. iii:6. 

Exod. 12: 2. ^ Tanhuma ed. Buber, BeresMt^ § P* 4^^ 
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ond place.” His answer is that this history, unlike the 
history of other writers, is not written for the purpose of 
entertainment; it is meant “to show two most essential 
things.” The story of the creation of the world is meant 
to show that, since God is the creator of the world and the 
founder of the laws of nature, the Law for human guidance 
which was subsequently revealed by him is in harmony with 
these laws of nature. The story of mankind is meant to 
show that all human beings are rewarded and punished ac- 
cording to their conduct and hence it is the duty of man to 
live in accordance with the Law revealed by God.*® In 
other words, the narrative part of the Pentateuch contains 
proofs for the existence of God and divine providence. 

Thus Scripture contains certain teachings of intellectual 
virtues, or right opinions about God and the things created 
by God. Now in Aristotle, “intellectual virtue” is said to 
owe “its ori^n and development, for the most part, to teach- 
ing • . . whereas moral virtue comes about as a result of 
habit.” *’ The qualifying expression “for the most part” is 
significant, for it means that even the intellectual virtues may 
receive some help in their rise and development from habit. 
Then also, according to Aristotle, habits are formed “by first 
having actually practiced them”^ and it is in order to 
habituate people in the practice of good actions that laws 
are enacted by legislators.’* With these views in the back of 
his mind, Philo tries to show that many of the laws of Moses 
have for their purpose the inculcation of intellectual virtues. 

^ Mos, n, 8, 47. 

48. 

Mos» II, 8, 48; Proem* i, i-a; Opif* i, 1-3. 

Nic* II, 1, 1103a, 15-17. 

Cf. J. A. Stewart^s note in his edition. 

Esk* Nic* II, 1, 1103a, 31. 

Ihid*^ 1103b, 
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by them as one of the four cardinal virtues." As for the term 
wisdom, they contrast it with the term philosophy, the former 
being mere knowledge and the latter being practice; but, as 
a designation of mere knowledge, the term “wisdom” is 
used by them, as distinguished from its use by Aristotle, 
both with reference to things divine and with reference to 
things human. They thus say that “philosophy is the prac- 
tice (inr^SevffLv) of wisdom, and wisdom is the knowledge 
(h-uTr^firjp) of things divine and human.” Now as for 
Philo, while on the one hand he differs from all the philoso- 
phers in the use of the term wisdom, on the other he follows 
both Aristotle and the Stoics. Differing from all the philoso- 
phers, he uses the term wisdom as a designation of the teach- 
ings contained in the revealed Law.®* But within that re- 
vealed Law, sometimes, like the Stoics, he defines wisdom as 
“the knowledge of things divine and human,” ** and some- 
times, like Aristotle, he distinguishes between wisdom which 
is “the service of God” and prudence which is “the regula- 
tion of human life,” ®* Like the Stoics, however, he uses the 
term prudence in his various enumerations of the cardinal 
virtues.®^ Thus wisdom becomes with Philo a designation 
of the intellectual or divine virtues together with the actions 
corresponding to them. In other words, the term wisdom is 
used by him as a designation of both the revealed doctrines 
and the revealed laws contained in the Pentateuch. ®s 

But in the same sense as the virtue of wisdom, which he 
defines as “the service of God,” he uses also four other 

» Araim, III, a6s ff. 

•• Sextus, Advtrsus Physicos I, 13 (An^, II, 36); 2 ^er, III, i<, p. 343, n. 5 
{Stoics, Epia^eans and Sceptics y p. 358); cf. above, 1 , 148. 

*" Cf. above, 1 , 148-149. 

•* Cmsr. 14, 79; d. above, 1, 148. 

•» Proem, 14, 81; cf. above, 1 , 147. 

Post. 37, 138; for other references see LeSsegang, Indices, under iper^, 7. 

•» Cf. above, 1 , 149, 



ETHICAL THEORY 


21 ' 
\ 

virtues, namely, piety (e6<r^/3eia), godliness (deocri^eia), holi 
ness (dffioTrjs), and faith (irlo-ns). Let us see how the group 
ing of these four virtues together with wisdom has com< 
about. 

The first three of these four virtues which Philo uses in th< 
same sense as wisdom are to be found in Greek philosophic 
literature. Piety is defined as being “ either a part of justice 
or an accompaniment of it” and as having among its fom 
meanings also that of an act of justice “towards the gods.” 
It is defined as “the knowledge of how to serve God” oi 
the “science of the service to the gods,” ** and the “service 
of God” is placed together with the “contemplation o 
God” as a characterization of the virtuous life.’® And jusi 
as “piety” is defined as “the knowledge of how to serve 
God,” so also “the godly” or rather literally “those who feaj 
God” (deotre^ds) are described as “having acquaintance 
with the rites of the gods.” In Plato, man is described as 
“the most God-fearing (or godly) of all living creatures.” *' 
Similarly, “holiness” is in some of Plato’s dialogues reck- 
oned as a fifth cardinal virtue and together with piety il 
is defined by him as being that part of justice which has tc 
do with service to the gods,” or it is intimated by him as be- 
ing connected with justice.’® Among the Stoics it is similarly 
defined as a “kind of God-ward justice.” It is in accord- 
ance with Greek philosophic usage, then, that Philo uses the 

w De Virtutihus et Vitiis, 5, 1250b, 22-23. 

Ibid,^ 19-20. Cf, also Plato, Definitiones 412 e; Diogenes, III, 83. 

** Diogenes, VII, 119. 

^9 Sextus, Adversus Physicos 1 , 123 (Arnim, II, 1017). 

Eth» Eud.^ 15, 1249b, 20. 

9x Diogenes, VII, 1 19. 

9* ^imaeus 41 e; Laws X, 902 b. 

w Protagoras 330 Laches 119 D. 

M Euthypkro 12 e. 

95 Protagoras 329 c, 349 d. 

9 ® Sextus, Adversus Physicos 1 , 124. 
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terms “piety-j” “godlinessj” and “holiness ” as the equivalent 
of “wisdom ” in the sense of the “service of God.” It is also 
in accordance with Greek philosophic usage that he consid- 
ers these three virtues as a special kind of justice, for in 
several places where he enumerates various virtues he puts 
immediately after justice either piety or godliness or 
holiness.**® In one place he gives a more direct indication 
that these virtues are a sort of justice towards God in his 
statement that “the same person will also exhibit both 
qualities, holiness to God and justice to men.” Previous 
to this, in the same passage, for “holiness ” he uses the term 
“piety.” “Piety and holiness” are also used by him as a 
description of studies about God or theology, in contradis- 
tinction to “natural philosophy,” “meteorology,” and 
“moral philosophy.” 

But in connection with two of these three virtues Philo 
makes a statement which calls for special comment. Piety 
and holiness are each described by him as queen OSoo-iXfe) or 
leader (ijyejtwj'fe)'®* among the virtues. Now in Plato and 
among the Stoics there are statements to the effect that 
prudence or wisdom is the leader {iiyefi6}v, ■princeps) among 
the virtues,*®* and Philo himself re-echoes these statements 
in his attempt to explain why prudence (<l>p6vriat,s) should be 
the first {wpiyn]) among the four cardinal virtues.”^ Neither 
of them, however, has said that piety and holiness are the 
leaders among the virtues. 

97 Cher, 28, 96; BeteTy 21, 73. 

Spec. rV, 25, 134; 33, 170. 

99 Ibid. I, 56, 304; II, 3, 12; VirU 8, 47; Proem, ii, 66. 

Ahr, 37, 208. Ehr. 22, 91. 

Spec, IV, 27, 147, and Proem, 9, 53 (piety); Spec, IV, 25, 135, and Decal, 23, 
119 (piety, holiness); Virt, 18, 95 (piety, philanthropy, cf. below, p. 220); Air, 46, 
270 (faith). 

Plato, Lams in, 688 b (^/w5i®q<rts); Cicero, Be Officiis 1, 43, 153 (<ro 4 >ia). 

Leg, All, I, 22, 70-71. 
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In Aristotle, however, there are the statements that 
“justice is often thought to be the greatest {KpaTlffrij) of 
virtues and that “piety” is “either part of justice 
or an accompaniment of it.” By such statements as these 
Philo could have justified his own statements that “piety,” 
and with “piety” also “holiness,” is the “queen” or 
“leader” among the virtues. But more likely his assignment 
of leadership to the virtue of “piety” was inspired by 
Scripture. It happens that the Greek term for piety 
composed of the two words “well” and “fear,” 
is used in the Septuagint as the equivalent of the Hebrew 
word “fear” in connection with God, in the verse which 
in the Septuagint reads: “The fear of the Lord (<^6j8os Kvplov 
is the beginning iiipxh) of wisdom . . . and piety towards 
God (eia-i^eia els 6e6v) is the beginning of discernment.” 
That it is this scriptural verse that is responsible for Philo’s 
assignment of leadership to the virtue of “piety” may be 
gathered from his use of the scriptural term “beginning” 
in his statement elsewhere that “piety is the beginning 
(lipx^) of the virtues.” So also the Letter of Aristeas, with 
evident reference to this scriptural verse, in one place says: 
“Our Lawgiver first of all {rpmov) laid down the principles 
of piety and justice,” and in another place says: “If you 
take the fear of God as your starting-point (icarapxi^p), you 
will never miss the goal.” 

The fourth virtue, namely, faith (wlaris) in God or simply 
faith, which, together with piety, the fear of God and holi- 
ness, is used by Philo as connected with wisdom in the sense 

EtL Nic. V, 1, 1129b, 27-28. 

Cf. above, n 86. 

prov. 1:7. 

Decal, 12, 52 (the term here is to be supplied from the context), 

Aristeas, 13 1; cf. 229. 

189; cf. 200, 235. 
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of the “service of God,” is not found in Greek philosophy as 
a virtue. It is used indeed in Greek philosophy as an episte- 
mological term and as such it is defined by Plato as an opinion 
(56?a) about real things,”* by Aristotle as a vehement as- 
sumption (t4>oSpcl),^^^ and by the Stoics as a strong 

assumption {{)7rb\rppi,s l(rxvp&)"^ This definition is also used 
by Philo in his comment on the verse “And Abraham be- 
lieved {iirlffTtvffev) in God” ““ that “he had an unswerving 
and firm assumption (4 kXu^ Kal ^e^alav iir6\r]^Lv).” *** But 
in Greek philosophy prior to Philo neither faith in general 
nor faith in God in particular is spoken of as a virtue on a 
par with piety, the fear of God and holiness. Philo’s treat- 
ment of it as a virtue is based, as may be gathered from his 
many texts, on the verse just quoted, where it is said con- 
cerning Abraham’s belief in God that “it was counted to him 
for justice (SiKawcrij'iji').” On the basis of this verse Philo 
therefore describes faith in God by the adjective just 
(StVaios)**® and considers it as a species of the virtue of 
justice, that is, justice towards God, in the same way, as we 
have seen, piety, the fear of God and holiness are considered 
in Greek philosophy as justice towards the gods. Accord- 
ingly, just as piety and holiness were said by Philo, on the 
basis of the verse that the “fear of God” or “piety” is the 
beginning of wisdom, that they are the queens or leaders or 
the be^nning of virtues, so also with regard to faith he says 
that it is the queen (fiacrCKls) of virtues or the most perfect 
(reXetoriTt]) of virtues “* or the most certain (jSe/Sauyr&rt}) of 

Cf, Republic VII, 534 a; cf. VI, 511 e. 

Topica IV, 5, 126b, 18. 

^ Stobaeus , Eclogae II, p. iii, 1 , la; Arium, III, 548, p. 147, 1 . ii. Wachsmuth*s 
change of to Kar&Xfpl^iSy adopted also by Armm on the basis of the state- 

ment in Aristotle, does not seem necessary. 

Gem 15:6, 

yirL 39, ai6. Cf. above, 1 , 152. 

Hens 19, 94-95. 


Jbr. 46, 270. 
Heres 18, 91. 
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the virtues or “a perfect good” {i.yad6v riKaov).^ As the 
queen and most perfect of virtues faith in God is contrasted 
by him with faith in “high offices or fame or honors or 
abundance of wealth and noble birth or health and efficacy 
of the senses or strength and beauty of body.” All these, 
as will be recalled, constitute what is called “external goods ” 
or “external advantages,” and some of them “virtues of 
the body,” all of which are contrasted with true virtue, the 
virtue of the soul,*” As defined by him, faith in God means 
to believe (i) that “there is one cause above all,” that is, 
“to believe in God alone and join no other with Him,” and 
( 2 ) that God “provides for the world and all that there is 
therein,” Belief in the existence of one God who exercises 
His providence over the world is thus that which, according 
to Philo, constitutes the virtue of faith.”* 

But there is also an indication of his use of the term faith 
as belief in revealed truths, such as are found in Scripture, 
in opposition to belief in truths which are discovered only by 
reason, for in one passage, in a comment on the verse quoted 
above about Abraham’s faith in God and on the verse 
“Not so my servant Moses; he is faithful {tuttSs) in all my 
house,” he says; “So then it is best to have faith in God 
and not in our dim reasonings (XoYwrjuoiy) and insecure con- 
jectures (el/tao-fats),” for “if we repose our faith in our own 
reasonings, we shall construct and build up the city of mind 
that corrupts the truth.” It furthermore also means to 
Philo faith in the fulfillment of the promises made by God as 
recorded in Scripture, for, again, commenting upon the ap- 
parent inconsistency between the verse “and Abraham be- 


119 ytrt, 39, 216. 

120 44^ 

45, 263. 

Cf. above, p. 203. 
M3 yiri, 39, 216. 


Heres 19. 92. 

Viri. 39. 216. 

Cf. also above, 1 , 1 51-152. 
127 Num. 12:7. 

L^g.JllL 111 , Bi, 228. 
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lieved in God” and the verse in which Abraham asks “O 
Lord Godj whereby shall I know that I shall inherit it,” he 
says: “He has believed that he will be the inheritor of wis- 
dom, but he merely asks how this shall come to pass; that 
it will come to pass is a fact that he has completely and 
firmly grasped in accordance with the divine promises.” * 3 “ 
It is in this second sense that the term faith is taken by St. 
Augustine in his interpretation of the verse “and Abraham 
believed in God.” *** Hence the term faith means with Philo 
three things: (i) belief in the unity and providence of God; 
(2) belief in truths revealed directly by God; (3) trust in 
God. All these three meanings are logically interrelated, and 
it is faith in all these three meanings that he has in mind 
when he says that “faith in God is one sure and infallible 
good”*’* or when he describes “faith in the Existent” as 
“the queen of virtues.” *” 

(c) Moral Virtues and Actions 

The cardinal virtues of the intellectual type are thus piety, 
godliness, holiness, and faith, all of which are included under 
wisdom, by which is meant the service of God. As for the 
cardinal virtues of the moral type, they are prudence, 
courage, temperance, and justice,*’’ which list by the time 
of Philo was already a philosophic commonplace. There is 
much of the preacher’s eloquence in his discussions of these 
cardinal virtues, but they are not of any philosophic signifi- 
cance, except in so far as they deal with the problem of the 
mean, which vnll be discussed later.*” With the virtue of 
justice he often couples the virtue of humanity (<f>i)\.avepa- 

Gen. I 8. Hid., 270. 

Heres 21, loo-ioi. a* Mos. 11 , 39, 216; Leg. All. II, 6, 18. 

Be Spiritu et Utteret XXXI, 54 (PL, 44, 235). 

Abr.efi, 268. >3s Cf. below, pp. 268 flf. 
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Trla)/^^ and both justice and humanity in their relation to 
actions corresponding to the moral virtues are compared by 
him to piety and holiness in their relation to actions corre- 
sponding to the intellectual virtues, for both these two sets 
of virtues are the “two mainheads” of all the “particular 
lessons and doctrines,” the former two constituting the 
rules regulating one’s conduct towards men and the latter 
two constituting the rules regulating one’s conduct towards 
God.’®^ The term humanity {(piKavdpcciria), is used by him 
in the sense of giving help to those who are in need of it,*** 
and he describes it as “the \drtue closest akin to piety, its 
sister and its twin,” for it is a “high road leading to holi- 
ness” **® and “the nature which is pious is also humane, and 
the same person will exhibit both qualities, holiness to God 
and justice to men.” *‘'® Then, also, with the virtue of hu- 
manity he connects the virtues of fellowship (mivcavia), 
concord {6fi6voia), equality {lar&rris),^^ grace ^d 

mercy (gXeos).*^* 

All these, on the whole, reflect such statements in Greek 
philosophy as that in which “equality” {UxSttis) and “kind- 
ness of heart” i^byvoiiuiaimi) are said to be connected with 
justice.*^^ But the term philanthropiai for which we have 
been using the English “humanity,” judging from a passage 
in which it is discussed, does not seem to rank in Greek 
philosophy among the virtues,'** though in later Latin 
philosophy the term humanitas does occur as a virtue under 

MuL 40, 225; Mos. II, 2, 9; Decal. 30, 164. 

w Spec. II, 15, 63. *41 spec. I, 53, 295. 

*38 Virt. 13, 80 ff. *48 Mos. II, 43, 242, 

*39 Virt. 9, 51. *43 Somn. 1 , 23, 147, 

*40 Abr. 37, 208. 

*44 Diogenes, VII, 126; cf. also “caritas, amicida, iustitia, reliquae virtutes” in 
Cicero, Academica Priora II, 46, 140. 

*43 Diogenes, III, 98; cf. Colson, VIII, General Introduction, p. xi, n.b. Cf. also 
R. Reitzenstein, Werden und Wesen der Humanitdt im Altertum^ 1907. 
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the virtue of justice.*^* Then, again, as of piety and holiness, 
so also of justice he says that it is the “leader” and “ruler” 
among the virtues, and similarly of humanity he says that 
it is one of the two “leaders of the virtues,” the other be- 
ing piety. Now his statement with regard to justice may 
reflect Aristotle’s statement quoted above that “justice is 
often thought to be the greatest of virtues,” and one can 
readily see how Philo, having coupled humanity with 
justice, should consider also humanity as the greatest of 
virtues. But there may be another reason for his elevation 
of humanity or philanthropy to the leadership of the virtues, 
and that is the influence of Jewish tradition, which we have 
already found to be the direct reason for his treatment of 
piety and holiness as leaders among the virtues. In the 
Septua^nt the Greek word for justice (Sucauxrimi) translates 
the Hebrew word seda^ah,^^’‘ and the same term seda^ah is 
also translated there by the Greek term for “mercy” or 
“alms” which, as we have seen, is treated by 

Philo as a virtue akin to the virtue of humanity.*** Thus the 
Hebrew term sedaiah means both justice and philanthropy 
or humanity, the latter in the sense of giving help to those 
who are in need of it. Now in native Judaism the view has 
been expressed that “the commandment of seda^ah is bal- 
anced against all the commandments together.” *** Philo’s 
statement that justice and humanity are the leaders among 
the virtues is probably only another way of expressing the 
same traditional view. So also in the Letter of Aristeas 

* 4 * Cf. Macrobius, Ccmmentarlus ex Cicerone in Somnium Scipionis I, 8 (M. Nis- 
ard, Collections des Auteurs Latins^ p. 33, col. i). 

Plant. a8, 122 (l^apxos, ify^iMvLs); cf. Abr^ 5, 27 (^epopfe). 

Viru 18, 95. 

Cf, above, p. 2x5. 

Gen. x8: 19. 152 Cf. above, n. 138. 

^ Deut. 6: 25; 24: 13; Isa. i: 27; Dan. 4; 24. Ba^a Batra 9a. 
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justice {SiKaiocrivu]) is said to be one of the two principles 
which “our Lawgiver first of all (tp&tov) laid down,” the 
other being “piety.” 

Connected with the four cardinal virtues, of which in this 
particular passage he happens to mention only temperance 
and justice, is also nobility, for “we must give the name of 
noble to the temperate and the just.” “Nobility,” he re- 
echoes the common sentiment of the Stoics,*®^ does not mean 
descent from “many generations of wealth and distinc- 
tion,” but is rather “the peculiar portion of a mind purged 
of every spot.” He speaks of it therefore as “nobility of 
soul” {\pvx^ efry&eta) and couples it with “greatness of 
spirit” {ippovlinaTos and asserts that the wise 

“alone is noble.” In Judaism, while importance is at- 
tached to nobility of descent, there was a similar tendency 
to lay greater importance upon nobility of learning, which 
is the equivalent of the Stoic nobility of virtue. The most 
characteristic expression on this point is that a learned 
bastard has precedence over an ignorant high priest.^®* 

Following again Aristotle’s statements that “moral virtue 
comes about as a result of habit,” that habits are formed by 
practice, and that the practice of good actions is the purpose 
of laws,®*® Philo tries to show that the laws of Moses have for 
their purpose the inculcation of moral virtues. Such laws 
are in the first place the last five of the ten commandments 
and, in the second place, the many particular laws which fall 

Aristeas, 13 1. 

*55 Cf. above, p. 214. 

156 yirt, 35, 189. 

*57 Cf. Cohn, PMIos Werke^ II, p. 367, n. 2; Colson, VIII, p. 449, § 189; Arnim, 
Index, S.V. 

*s« Virt. 35, 187. *S 5 » IMd,y 189. 

*®® Mos^ I, 27, I49; cf. Eth. Nic, I, 10, iioob, 32-33; yepv&Sas Kal /xeyaX^^t/x^s. 

*®* Sokr. II, 56; cf. Arnim, III, 594, 597. 

**» Cf. M, Horayot III, 8. Cf. above, p. 210. 
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under them. These laws are each intended to promote a cer- 
tain particular moral virtue. The laws concerning wit- 
nesses, judges, kings, and trade all tend to promote the vir- 
tue of justice; those concerning the poor, the stranger, and 

the orphan — the virtues of humanity as well as of justice; 
those concerning the waging of war — the virtue of cour- 
age; and those concerning circumcision,**’^ marriage,*®* and 
diet *®» — the virtue of temperance.*^ However, this clas- 
sification of the laws according to virtues, we are warned by 
Philo, should not be taken too rigidly, for each of the ten 
commandments, as well as the particular laws which fall 
under it, “separately and all in common incite and exhort us 
to wisdom and justice and godliness and the rest of the com- 
pany of virtues.” *^ In native Jewish tradition the same view 
is expressed in the statement that the ten commandments 
“are all held fast to one another,” *^ that is to say, they are 
inseparable from one another, they are implied in one an- 
other. With regard to the fifth commandment, about honor- 
ing one’s father and mother, he shows how it has both an 
intellectual and moral purpose,*^® for this commandment, he 
says, “stands on the border-line between the human and the 
divine,” *^^ for “parents are to their children what God is to 

‘‘i spec, IV, 35, 132-52, 238. ^ Migr. 16, 92; Spec. I, 2, 8-11. 

* Virt. 9, 51-32, 174. Spec. Ill, 2, 7^14, 82. 

lUd. 1, 1-8, 50. Hid. IV, 14, 79-24, 131. 

In connection with circumcision Philo says that its purpose is “the ezdtion 
of excestive and superSoous pleasure” (,Spee. 1 , 2, 9; cf. Migr. 16, 92), which means 
temperance (cf. Eth. Nic. II, 7, 1107b, 4-6), In connection with the marriage laws 
and the dietary laws, he says that their purpose is “continence” (kycpiraa) [Spec. 
Ill, 4, 22; IV, 16, 97), which term he constantly uses as synonymous ■mth “temper- 
ance” (cf. Ltis^ang, Indices, s.v.), evidently following Aristotle’s statement that 
by analogy “temperance” is called “continence” [Eth. Nic. VII, 10, 1151b, 32- 
1152a, 3); cf. below, p. 235. 

‘i* Spec. IV, 25, 134. 

Mekilta de- RaiH Simeon ben Yojfai on Exod. 20; 17, p. 112; Pesikta Edbbati, 
21, p. 107a, 

Spec. II, 38, 224-43, *« Ibid., 38, 224; cf. Bead. 22, 106. 
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the world.” In native Jewish tradition the same view is 
expressed in the statement that “Scripture places the honor- 
ing of father and mother on a level with the honoring of 
God.” 

The intellectual and moral virtues which the laws are 
meant to inculcate are called by Philo their underlying mean- 
ing ({nr6voia) as contrasted with the external observance 
which is their literal Qn]rfi) or obvious (i^avep&) meaning.*^’ 
The underlying meaning is compared by him to the soul of 
the law and their external observance to the body.*^* It 
would seem that he considered all the laws of the Pentateuch 
as having some intellectual or moral purpose; there is no 
indication that some laws were considered by him as being 
arbitrary commands of God without any purpose. But the 
fact that the laws have an intellectual or moral purpose, a 
purpose which may perhaps be attained in some other way 
or by some other practices, does not mean that the external 
observance of the law can be neglected. These laws are 
God-given and therefore their mere observance has an in- 
trinsic value. The laws of the Sabbath and of the festivals 
and of the Temple service have indeed an intellectual pur- 
pose, and so also indeed has the rite of circumcision a moral 
purpose, still the external observance of these laws and this 
rite as means of attaining that intellectual and moral pur- 
pose is of equal importance.*’^'’ There is, however, one con- 
dition which is required in order to make the external ob- 
servance of the law a meritorious act. The law must be 
performed, like any moral act, with intention, for “right 

>75 IMd., 38, 225. 

> 7 * Mekilta, Baltodesh, 8, F, p. 70a; W, p. 78; HR, p. 321; L., II, p. 258; Sifra, 
^edoshim, Proem, p. 86d; ^iddushin 30b. Cf. Heinemann, Philos Werke, II, p. 170, 
n. 2. 

•77 Cf. above, 1 , 115. 

• 7 * Migr. 16, 93; cf. above, 1 , 67; Cent. 10, 78. 


•77 Ibid,, 89-93. 
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actions {KaTope&nara) that spring from forethought (iic 
irpovolas) are of greater worth than those that are involun- 
tary ” and “those who perform any other thing that they 
ought to do without the assent {kavyKaraBircf) of their mind 
or will, but by doing violence to their inclination, do not 
achieve righteousness.” *** The language used by Philo in 
these passages is Stoic.*®* But it also reflects the native 
Jewish sentiments with regard to the requirement of inten- 
tion {kawanah) and a feeling of joy {simhah) in the per- 
formance of any commandment of the Law, expressed in the 
statement that “commandments require intention”*®* and 
in the frequent allusions to “the joy of the performance of a 
commandment.”*®^ The Hebrew “intention” and “joy” 
which must accompany the performance of a commandment 
are the equivalents of the Stoic “forethought” {irpbvoia.) and 
“assent” {cvyrnriiBeffis) which must accompany right ac- 
tions. The assent of the mind which according to Philo is 
to accompany the performance of any virtuous act is some- 
times described by him as joy, as, for instance, in his state- 
ment that “the reward which is set aside for the victorious 
champion who gained his virtue through nature and without 
a struggle is joy (xapA),” *®* or in his statement that “there 
is no sweeter delight (rip^is) than that the soul should be 
charged through and through with justice,”*®* or in his 
statement that only when a man “ feels more joy at being 
the servant of God than if he had been king of all the 
human race” will he speak out freely to God, instead of 


Post, 3, u, Cf, Aristotle’s definition of virtue in EtL Nic, 11 , 6, iio6b, 36. 
*** Immui. aa, 100. 

*** Cf. Arniin, III, 500 ff.; Ill, 177* 

Berakot 13a. 

Berakot 21^1 Skakkat^oh; Pesakim ixjsl. 

Proem. 5, 31. 

^ Spec, IV, 06, i4i» 
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being struck speechless out of fear of Him.**’ All these are 
nothing but what the rabbis, reflecting many scriptural pas- 
sages,*®* refer to as the “joy” which is to be experienced in 
the performance of the commandments of the Law. 

III. The Virtue of the Control of Desire 

In his discussion of the intellectual virtues, Philo has 
shown that the Pentateuch not only commands the perform- 
ance of certain actions which symbolize such beliefs as the 
existence of God and His unity and His providence, but that 
it also teaches directly that man must believe in these prin- 
ciples and harbor them in his mind as an intellectual con- 
viction. He now wants to show that similarly in the case of 
the moral virtues the Pentateuch demands not only what 
Aristotle calls the “use” of virtue but also what he calls the 
“possession” of it* Not only must one act virtuously; one 
must also be of a virtuous state of character. Not only 
must one refrain from wronging others; one must also re- 
frain from having wrong emotions. Had Philo chosen he 
could have quoted such direct commands as “Thou shalt 
not hate thy brother in thy heart . . . nor bear any grudge 
against the children of thy people, but thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself.”* He could have further shown how these 
commands not to hate and not to bear a grudge and to love 
all deal with what in philosophic language is called the 
emotion of desire, for “hatred” (piaos) and “grudge” 
(jtt§vts) are ranged by the Stoics under the emotion of desire 

Hires 1, 7. 

As, for instance, Jer. 15: 16; Ps. 19; 9; 119: 162. Cf. S. Schechter, Some As- 
pects of Raihinic neology, pp. 148-169. 

* Nie. I, 8, 1098b, 31-33; cf. above, p. 205. 

‘ Lev. 19: 17-18. These verses are taken by Miumonldes as examples of purely 
moral commandments dealing with emotions (JS^er het-Mifwot, Shoresh 9). 
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(hndvuLa),^ and “affection” (&y&Ti^<ns) is placed by them 
under the good emotional state (etiriffeia) of wishing (jSoi- 
Xrjffts), which is the counterpart of desire (im6vida).‘* Philo, 
however, does not comment directly on these command- 
ments not to hate and not to grudge but to love, though he 
touches upon such vices of pure emotion as pride and arro- 
gance.® But he comments directly upon the last of the ten 
commandments, “Thou shalt not desire,” and in his com- 
ments on it he points out the special character of this com- 
mandment as being one which does not deal with action but 
rather with pure emotion.® 

The special character of this commandment as dealing 
with pure emotion rather than with action is already found 
in native Jewish literature. Drawing upon the distinction be- 
tween the two Hebrew terms tahmod ’’ and tit’avveh,^ used 
in the tenth commandment, which for the sake of convenience 
we shall translate respectively by “covet” and “desire,” ’ 
a Tannaitic Midrash says that the prohibition “Thou shalt 
not desire,” as distinguished from the prohibition “Thou 
shalt not covet,” means that one is not to desire that which 
belongs to another even though he has no intent to acquire 
possession of the object desired. According to this interpre- 
tation, the tenth commandment contains two prohibitions, 
one of them a prohibition against merely having a desire for 
that which belongs to another and the transgression of this 
prohibition, on purely legal grounds, is completed as soon 
as the desire is conceived in the heart, and the other a pro- 

» Diogenes, VU, 113, 

* Idem., Vll, 116. 

s Ffrt. 30, 161-163. 

« Decal. 28, 142-153; IV, 14, 79-15, 94. 

^ Exod. 20: 14 (17); Deut. 5; i8 (21). 

« Dent. 5: i8 (21). 

9 In the Authorized Vcsrsion the terms ** covet” and “desire” are used indis- 
crimmately in the translation of this commandment. 
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hibition against coveting that which belongs to another and 
the transgression of this prohibition, again on purely legal 
grounds, is not completed until the object coveted is ob- 
tained possession of. The ori^nal text on this subject reads 
as follows: “To ‘desire’ is in the heart, as it is said, ‘thou 
mayest eat flesh after all the desire of thy soul’ to ‘covet’ 
is in action, as it is said, ‘thou shalt not covet the silver and 
the gold that is on them and take it unto thee.’” ” “ The 
reason why the mere desiring of that which belongs to an- 
other is prohibited is explained as follows: “If a man de- 
sires that which others have, he will be led finally to covet 
[and to think of means to obtain] that which others have . . . 
if a man covets [and thinks of means to obtain] that which 
others have, he will be led finally to rob.” ** It is further- 
more explained that the transgression of the commandment 
“thou shalt not covet or desire,” as well as the transgression 
of any of the other commandments, will lead to the transgres- 
sion of all the other commandments, for “ all the command- 
ments are held fast to one another, so that if a man has 
broken through one of them he will be led finally to break 
through all of them.” 

The Septuagint, just as some of the later rabbis,*® takes no 
cognizance of the difference between the two Hebrew terms 
used in the tenth commandment. Both these terms are 
translated by the same Greek word ktndviiiiffei's. Nor is such 
a distinction assumed by Philo in his discussion of this com- 
mandment. Like the Septuagint, he uses the term imdvfda 


Deut. 12; 20. 

” Deut. 7: 25. 

“ Mekilta de-^ Rabbi Simeon ben Yo^ai on Exod. 20: 17 (14), p. 112. 

« Ibid. 

Ibid.^ p. 1 13; cf. Pesikta Rabbaii^ 21, p, 107a. 

*5 Rashi on Deut, 5: 18; Sejer Mi§wot Gadoly Negative Commandment 158; 
^Ammtide Golah (JSefer Mi^wot J^atat^y 19. 
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for both Hebrew words. From his discussion of this com- 
mandment it is quite evident that Philo takes the term 
h-iSviila to mean the same as the term “desire ” is taken in the 
Tannaitic Midrash in its distinction from the term “covet” 
and the commandment is accordingly interpreted by him 
as a prohibition of a mere desire, even though it is not ac- 
companied by an intent to gain possession of the thing de- 
sired, so that the infraction of that commandment is com- 
pleted as soon as such a desire is conceived. It is of course 
also to be assumed that the desire legally prohibited in this 
commandment is a desire for something which belongs to 
somebody else, for this is the obvious meaning of the com- 
mandment which reads “thou shalt not desire thy neighbor’s 
house,” or similar things which belong to one’s neighbor. 
Though Philo speaks of desire in general, that is, of a desire 
for what we have not got,*® and not of a desire for that which 
belongs to somebody else, still his discussion, in so far as it 
is a commentary upon the commandment, implies that the 
desire of which he speaks is that desire which the command- 
ment explicitly describes as a desire for that which belongs to 
another person. When in his explanation why desire is pro- 
hibited he says, almost in the words of the rabbis quoted 
above, that “if the desire is directed to money, it makes men 
thieves and cut-purses and robbers and house-breakers,” 
the opening statement, to be sure, does not speak of a desire 
directed to the money which belongs to another person, still 
the subsequent statement that a desire for money leads to 
robbery and purse-cutting and house-breaking makes it 
quite evident that the desire for money spoken of was not 
a desire for money in general but rather for the money in the 
pocket or the purse or the house of one particular person, for 

TMs pwnt is unduly stressed by Colson, VIII, General Introduction, p. x. 
w Spa. IV, 15, 87. 
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however general the desire for money spoken of may be 
originally, it will certainly be transformed into a desire for 
the money of certain particular persons if it is to lead to 
stealing and robbery and house-breaking. It is exactly the 
latter kind of desire, the desire for that which belongs to 
somebody else, that the tenth commandment as a law, and 
not a mere moral maxim, legally prohibits, according to 
Philo, for the ten commandments, as Philo himself says, are 
not merely moral maidms but “laws or statutes in the true 
sense of the term.” Then, also, as the rabbis in their 
discussion of the commandment, so also Philo intimates that 
the breaking of the tenth commandment will ultimately lead 
to the breaking of all the other commandments. Speaking 
of the wrongdoings that desire might lead to he mentions 
“plunderings and robberies and repudiations of debts and 
false accusations, also seductions, adulteries, murders, and, 
in short, wrongful actions, whether private or public, 
whether in things sacred or in things profane.” ’’ This list 
of wrongdoings is almost a summary of the things prohibited 
in the ten commandments. Philo seems to say that the reason 
why the tenth commandment prohibits one from desiring a 
neighbor’s house or wife or manservant or maidservant or ox 
or ass or anything that belongs to him, is that such a desire 
will lead to the breaking of the commandments against 
murder and adultery and stealing and bearing false witness 
against one’s neighbor and also the first five commandments 
which deal with things sacred. 

In his discussion of the legal prohibition not to desire that 
which belongs to one’s neighbor, a prohibition, as we have 
said, of a mere desire for that which belongs to one’s neigh- 
bor, even when not accompanied by an intent to get posses- 

** Decal, 9, 32. 

^9 Spec. IVy 15, 84; cf. Decal 28, 151-153. 
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sion of the thing desired, Philo takes occasion to deliver 
himself of a homily on the evils of desire on purely moral 
grounds. Beginning with a diatribe against the evils of 
emotion in general,® describing it as “the vilest thing in it- 
self and the cause of the vilest actions,” “ he particularly de- 
noimces the emotion of desire as “ a battery of destruction to 
the soul,” “ characterizing it as “the fountain of all evil” 
and urging that, in order to obtain perfection and happiness, 
desire “must be done away with or brought into obedience 
to the guidance of reason.” In native Judaism the same 
sentiments would be expressed in a diatribe against the evil 
ye^er and the advice that “at all times let man stir up his 
good ye^er against his evil ye^er.” The evil yeser and good 
ye^er^ literally, the evil imagination and the good, imagina- 
tion, are the rabbinic equivalent of what Greek philosophers 
call emotion and reason, and sometimes the “evil ye^er" is 
identified with “desire.” As we shall show later, Philo 
alludes to the terms evil and good yeser as meaning emo- 
tion and reason,*^ and his description here of emotion as 
“vilest thing” (a?(rx«rToi')“® also has its equivalent in the 


Spec. IV, 14, 79; DecaL 28, 142-146. 

” Spec. IV, 16, 95, 

** lhid.\ cL Decal. 28, 142, 

Spec. IV, 15, 84, 

IBid. IV, 16, 95; cf. Decal. 28, 150, where only the second remedy, that of 
checking desire by reason, is mentioned. Both these alternatives reflect the two 
defimtions of virtue, the Stoic and the Aristotelian. The Stoic definition maintains 
that virtue is complete exemption from emotion (dTpA^eta). Cf. Zeller, III, 
p, nn. i-a (Stoics, Epicureans and Sceptics^ p. 254, nn. 4-5); Arnim. Ill, 
§ 201. The Aristotelian definition means that the emotion is to be controlled by 
reason; cf. below, pp. a68 ff. 

^ Berakot 5a. 

^ Cf, M. Abot IV, 21 : ** Envy, desire and ambition take a man out of the world,” 
in which the term ^‘derire” evidently corresponds to the term ”evil yefer** in M. 
Abot 11 , ii; “The eril eye, the evil ye^er and hatred of his fellow-creatures put a 
man out of the world.” Cf. fos^ot Yom-X ob on IV, 21. 

Cf. befow, p. 288. Spec. IV, 16, 95; cf. above, n. ai. 
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rabbinic description of the evil ye^er as the “vile thing” 
{menuwwaiy^ or the “unclean thing” Sometimes 

instead of desire Philo makes pleasure the source of all sin 
and evil.** Sometimes the terms desire {concupiscentia) and 
pleasure {voluptas) are used by him interchangeably.** It 
is the StoicSj however, whom Philo follows here in the ex- 
ternal formulation of his views. The particular teachings of 
the Stoics that are reflected in the passages quoted from Philo 
are those which are reported in their name to the effect that 
“the emotions of fear, grief, and lust {libido) are sins, even 
when no extraneous result ensues ” ** and that, while there 
is a difference between the various ailments of the soul, “in 
practice at any rate they are combined and their origin is 
found in lust {libido) and delight {laetitia)" *^ or that “the 
fountain of all disorders is intemperance, which is a revolt 
from all the guidance of mind and right reason.” ** He simi- 
larly follows the Stoics in his definition of emotion as an 
“inordinate and excessive impulse” and as an “irrational 
and unnatural movement of the soul.” ** Also of Stoic origin 
is his enumeration of the four primary emotions, namely, 
pleasure, pain, fear, and desire.*^ 

But here as elsewhere he does not follow the Stoics blindly. 
Whenever forced by certain native Jewish presuppositions, 
he departs from the Stoics and follows some other philosopher 
or presents a new view of his own. In his discussion of desire 
in these passages he departs from the Stoics on one funda- 

^iddushin 20b. 

3 ® Sukkah^iz, 

» Leg. All. II, 18, 71-72; 19, 77-78; 26, 107; III, 21, 68; 35, 107; 36, 112; 37, 113. 

3 * in Gen, I, 31. 

33 Cicero, De Ftnihus III, 9, 32. 

34 Idem^ ^usculanae Disputationes IV, ii, 24. 

35 Ibid,^ IV, 9, 22. 

3 ® Spec, IV, 14, 79; cf. Amim, III, 377 E; I, 205 ff. 

37 Becal, 28, 143“‘i49; cf. Armm, I, 205 ff.; Ill, 377 ff. 
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mental point. In his attempt to explain why desire is worse 
than all the other emotions and why it is singled out by 
Moses for special condemnation, he says that “while each of 
the others, coming from the outside (Sipaffev) and assaulting 
from the outside (l^wUo'), seems to be involuntary, desire 
alone derives its ori^n from ourselves and is voluntary,” ** 
This distinction between desire and the other emotions is in 
direct opposition to the view of the Stoics. According to the 
Stoics, there is no such distinction between the emotion of 
desire and the other emotions. To them all our emotions are 
voluntary, for to them all the emotions are judgments 
(xplcreisy^ and hence voluntary (vo/unfarfa)^ and within our 
power (in nostra potestate).*^ 

At first sight, this distinction drawn by Philo between the 
emotion of desire and all the other emotions would seem to 
be based upon Aristotle, for it contains two elements which 
would seem to reflect two statements by Aristotle. To begin 
with, his description of the contrast between involuntary and 
voluntary as a contrast between that which comes from the 
outside (Sbpadev, and that which derives its origin 

from ourselves corresponds exactly to Aristotle’s description 
of the contrast between involuntary and voluntary as a con- 
trast between actions whose “ori^n is from the outside 
(i^BevY’ ^•iid actions whose “origin lies in the agent.” 
Then, also, his singling out of desire as the only emotion 
which is voluntary would seem to reflect Aristotle’s argument 

^ BecaL a8, 14a, 

» Diogenes, VII, ni. 

Cicero, Acadmica Posteriora 1 , 10, 39; cf. J. S. Reid's note in his edition. 
tusculanae Disputationes IV, 7, 14; cf. Zeller, III, i 4 , p. 234, nn. 1-3 
{Stoics^ Epicureans and Sceptics^ p. a48, nn. 1-3); A. Dyroff, “Die Ethik der Alten 
Stoa,” Berliner StudienfUr classische Philolope und Archaeolope^ N. F. 2 (1897) 
p. 155, n. 4. 

4 a Eth, Nic. Ill, I, mob, 15-17. 

4» IHd*^ 3-6. 
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that, while on the whole emotions may be called involuntary, 
actions done from desire or from anger cannot be called in- 
voluntary/'* “Anger,” which in this passage is coupled by 
Aristotle with “desire,” was, by the time of Philo, under the 
influence of the Stoic classification of the emotions, treated 
as a subdivision of desire/® Thus, according to Aristotle, de- 
sire is singled out from all the other emotions as not being 
involuntary. But as against these two similarities between 
Philo and Aristotle there is the following important difference. 
In Aristotle, all the emotions are said to have their origin in 
the agent himself and if some of the emotions, despite their 
being in the agent himself, are described by him as involun- 
tary, it is only because, as he himself says, the agent is 
ignorant of the particular circumstances under which the 
emotions are experienced by him.^® In Philo, on the other 
hand, all the emotions, with the exception of desire, are 
described as “coming from the outside and assaulting from 
the outside.” It is therefore not a preference of Aristotle 
that has led him to depart from the Stoics on this point. 
What has led him to depart here from the Stoics in declaring 
aU the emotions, with the exception of desire, as being in- 
voluntary and to depart also from Aristotle in declaring all 
the emotions, with the exception of desire, as coming from 
without, must be something else. 

That something else is his own particular use of the term 
voluntariness as distinguished from the use of that term by 
both Aristotle and the Stoics. The voluntariness which Philo 
attributes here to desire and denies of all the other emotions 
is unlike the voluntariness which the Stoics attribute to all 

Ibid,y iiiia, 22 fF, 

4 s Stobaeus, Edogae II, p. 91, 11 . 10 ff.; Diogenes, VII, 113 (cf. Arnim, III, 

§§395-398)- 

Eth. Nic. Ill, I, mob, 18 IF. 

Decal, 28, 142; cf. above, n. 38. 
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the emotions and which Aristotle hesitates to deny alto- 
gether of the emotions of desire and anger. To both the 
Stoics and Aristotle the voluntariness under consideration 
is only a limited and determined voluntariness; it is not an 
absolute voluntariness. With them, the question whether 
the emotions, or any of the emotions, are to be considered as 
voluntary is only a question of whether they take place (i) 
without external compulsion and (a) with a knowledge of the 
cirounstances. To Philo, however, the voluntariness under 
consideration is that undermined free-will, the freedom to 
do either good or evil, which is a gift of God to man.^® Such 
voluntariness and such freedom is attributed by Philo only 
to desire. Free choice, Philo seems to argue, must imply free 
desire (h-i^fUa), for free choice means the freedom to choose 
between good and evil, and at the basis of such a choice, 
according to the accepted Aristotelian psychology, there 
is appetency (Spelis),^’ and desire is nothing but “a species 
of appetency,” that kind of appetency which moves |a 
man “in opposition to reason.” s® Freedom or free choice 
means both free will (jSoiiXijcns) and free desire (h-iSv/ila): 
the former, rational appetency, is freedom to do good ; the 
latter, irrational appetency, is freedom to do evil.®* But, 
while on the ground of his belief in the absolute freedom of 
the will Philo had to assume also the freedom of the emotion 
of desire, there was no need for him to assume also on that 
ground the freedom of all the other emotions. With regard to 
all these other emotions, therefore, as far as he himself was 
concerned, Philo could have left it to the Peripatetics and 
the Stoics to fight it out among themselves whether, in the 
limited sense in which they all use the term voluntary, they 
are to be called voluntary or involuntary. For himself, to 

*• Cf. above, 1 , 431. 

« De Auima III, 433a, 13. 


5 “ Ihid., 45-26. 

s" Hid., 23-26; cf. above, I, 431 ff. 
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■whom voluntariness means absolute free will, all these other 
emotions, though they are commonly spoken of as having 
their origin within ourselves, reaUy do not originate within 
ourselves in the sense of their being the choice of our abso- 
lutely free will. In comparison with the absolute freedom of 
desire and of will, they may be considered as coming from 
the outside and as assaulting us from the outside, for they 
are involuntary. His statement indeed literally reads, “while 
each of the others, coming from the outside and assaulting 
from the outside, seems to he iwuolimtary^ but in reality it 
means that each of the other emotions is iimoluntary, for, 
even though it is strictly speaking within us, it seems as if it 
were coming from the outside and assaulting from the outside. 
Desire, on the other hand, is voluntary in the absolute sense 
of the term, for it “derives its origin from ourselves,” inas- 
much as its freedom has been implanted within us by God as a 
special gift. 

The negative tenth commandment is thus a command to 
control one’s desire. Now, the control of any emotion by 
reason, if the control establishes a mean between two ex- 
cesses, is to Aristotle, as well as to Philo, as we shall see,®® a 
virtue, and as most of the other virtues it can be expressed 
by some positive term. What the positive term is by which 
the control of excessive desire is to be described is supplied 
by Aristotle. It is called by him the virtue of continence 
(^Kpareia),®® for, “a man acts continently,” he says, “when- 
ever he acts against his desire in accordance with reason.” 
“Continence” is also a virtue accorchng to the Stoics, though, 
with their definition of virtue as the extirpation of emo- 
tion rather than its control, they probably would con- 

s* Cf, below, p. 272. 

w Eth, EuL II, 7, 1223b, 11-12. 

Ibid. II, 7, 1223b, 12-14; cf. Be Anima III, 9, 433a, 7-8. 
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sider continence as a virtue when its corresponding emotion 
is utterly extirpated. ** “Continence” is thus defined by 
them as “a disposition which is never overcome in that 
which concerns right reason, or a habit which no pleasures 
can get the better of.” Following Aristotle in all this, 
Philo says that “the opposite of desire is continence” ” and 
declares it to be “a pure and stainless virtue,” or “the 
most profitable of virtues,” which has “thriftiness (eiirihaa) 
and contentment (eiicoKla) and frugality (6Xi76Seia) for its 
bodyguards.” It is linked by him with “piety” and 
“humanity” and “godliness,” and both “continence” 
and “contentment” (eiiKoXla) are included by him among 
the virtues possessed by the Essenes.** It is the virtue of 
“continence,” he says, that is taught by the tenth com- 
mandment as well as by all those special laws of which the 
purpose, as seen by him, is to teach the control of desire.*^ 
In the Letter of Aristeas the same sentiment is expressed in 
the king’s question “What is the highest form of govern- 
ment?” to which one of the elders answers: “To rule oneself 
and not to be carried away by impulses.” ** In native Jew- 

ss Cf. below, p. 269. 

Diogenes, VII, 93; cf. Sextus, Jdversus Physicos I, 153. The connection of 
** continence” with pleasure is found in Aristotle’s statement that both the “con- 
tinent man” and the “temperate man” “do nothing contrary to rule for the sake 
of bodily pleasures” but that the continent man has “bad appetites” and feels 
pleasure but is not led by it {Eth, Nic, VII, 9, 1151b, 34-1 152a, 3). Similarly Philo 
connects it with pleasure in his statement that “the lover of pleasure is barren of 
all the chief necessities, temperance, modesty and continence” {Jos, 26, 153) and 
also in his treatment of “the love of pleasure” and “continence” as opposites 
{Abr. 4, 24). 

Spec, I, 29, 149. <0 Ibid, 1 , 35, 193; IV, 16, 97. 

Ibid, I, 29, 150, Ibid, IV, 16, 97. 

« Ibid, 1 , 35, 173. Mos, I, 55, 303, 

^ Probus 12, 84. “Contentment” is also mentioned by him among the virtues 
of the Therapeutac {Cont, 9, 69). 

^ Spec, IV, 16, 96-97, 

Ibid., 97 ff.; I, 29, 150; 35, 172-173; III, 4, 22. 


^ Aristeas, 222, 
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ish tradition, without the benefit of philosophic terminology, 
the praise of the virtue of the control of desire and of its 
kindred virtue of contentment is expressed in the following 
maxims: “Who is mighty? He that subdues his desire. 
Who is rich? He that is contented with his portion.” 

IV. Prayer, Repentance, and Study as Virtues 

In our study of Philo’s lists of virtues so far we have come 
across two new virtues, faith * under intellectual virtues and 
humanity * under moral virtues. Three other new virtues 
mentioned by Philo are prayer, repentance, and study. These 
require special treatment. 

{a) Prayer 

Prayer is known in Greek literature by various terms,* and 
thanksgiving (eiixapto-rla or xo-P^rla.) is mentioned in at 
least one source, as a virtue under the virtue of justice,^ 
but prayer is not identified vdth the term “thanksgiving,” 
and no Greek philosopher recommends it as a virtue. Philo, 
however, speaks of prayer, which, for reasons to be explained 
presently, he calls thanksgiving, as one of the virtues. 
“Each of the virtues {aper&v)” he says, “is a holy matter, 
but thanksgiving is preeminently so.” * Again, “the mind 
that blesses (eCiXorwv) God, and is ceaselessly engaged in 
cunning hymns of thanksgiving to Him” is described by 
him as the mind of those who are “of a rational and virtuous 

M.AiotlV, 1. 

* Cf. above, pp. 2ia f.; 215 ff. 

* Cf. above, pp. 218 ff. 

5 Cf. below, p. 239. 

* Cf. Andronicus of Rhodes, De Ajfectihusi De Justitia (F. W. A. MuUach, 
Fragmenta Philosophorum Graecorum III, p. 577), 

« Plant, y 30, 126. 
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(ffmvSalas) nature.”® This inclusion of prayer among the 
virtues is due to the fact that prayer is considered in Judaism 
as one of the commandments, and the commandments, as we 
have seen, are identified by Philo with what the philosophers 
call virtues. For him to speak of the virtue of prayer was 
the same as for a Palestinian Jew of his time to speak of the 
misvah or commandment of prayer. 

In native Jewish tradition one of the pentateuchal sources 
for the commandment of prayer is found in the verses 
“Thou shalt fear the Lord thy God, Him thou shalt serve, 
and to Him thou shalt cleave, and by His name shalt thou 
swear. He is thy praise, and He is thy God.” ’’ Taking the 
expression “He is thy praise” to mean that God alone is to 
be praised, a Tannaitic source comments upon it that “prayer 
and praise mean the same thing.” ® There is an intimation 
in Philo that this verse was considered by him, too, as the 
pentateuchal source for the commandment of the virtue of 
prayer. It happens that the Hebrew expression which we 
have quoted as “He is thy praise ” and is taken by the rab- 
bis to mean that God alone is to be praised or prayed to, is 
translated in the Septuagint by “He is thy boast,” meaning 
that God alone is that of which one is to be proud or to 
boast.® Philo, making use of this Septuagint translation, 
paraphrases it by “let God alone be thy boast (a{5xw“) and 
thy chief glory (kX&s)” ” and explains it, exactly in the 
sense in which it is taken in the Septuagint, to mean that 
we are to pride ourselves only on God and not on wealth or 

‘ IHd. 33, 135. 

» Deut. 10: 00-21. 

* Mishnat Rahhi Eliezer ed. Endow, p. 228, 11 . 15-16. For another penta- 

teuchal source of prayer see bdow, n. 62. 

^ This is also the explanation of this expression given by the mediaeval Hebrew 
commentator Ibn Ezra, ad loc. 

** Spec* I, 57, 31 1, The combination of die two terms at^riixa and K\kos occurs 
also in Philo dsewherc (Spec* IV, 32, 164; Firf, 36, 197). 
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dominion or beauty or strength. But then he concludes: 
“Let us follow after the good that is stable, and unswerving 
and unchangeable, and let us cleave to our prayer (iK&rlas) 
to Him as suppliants and to our worship (SepaTelas) ofHim.”" 
This concluding statement makes it quite evident that, like 
the Tannaitic source, he takes the expression “He is thy 
boast” in connection with the expressions “Him thou shalt 
serve, and to Him thou shalt cleave” as having also the 
meaning of prayer and divine worship. 

Not only is his description of prayer as a virtue based upon 
the institution of prayer in Judaism, but also of Jewish origin 
are the terms which he uses in connection with prayer as 
well as his fundamental conceptions of prayer. 

In Greek, the principal terms for prayer are four, (i) 
referring primarily to a prayer of petition, (2) 
Trpo(rebxe<rdaiy normally meaning a prayer of thanksgiving, 
(3) irebxeffdou, having also the meaning of praying a curse, 
and (4) 'h.Tia-dai, chiefly used in the sense of praying for for- 
^veness.“ The first three of these terms, and many other 
Greek terms, are used in the Septua^nt indiscriminately as 
translations of the various Hebrew words for prayer or for 
the various forms of prayer. In Philo, in addition to the 
terms used in the Septuagint, many other terms are used as 
designations of prayer or of the various kinds of prayer. As 
a rule, these terms are used indiscriminately. But occa- 
sionally we notice an attempt to individualize these terms, 
to define them and to classify them. The most general term 
for prayer, he suggests in one place, is the term “praise” 
(olrevis),** which is used in the Septuagint most often as a 
translation of the Hebrew word todah. But inasmuch as 

“ spec. 1, 57, 3ii-3ia. 

» Cf. A. W. Mair, *Trayer (Greek),” Encyclopaedia of Religion and Eihics^ X, 
pp. 182-183, § I. Spec, 1 , 41, 224. 
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this term in the ori^nal Hebrew means not only (i ) praise, 
but also (a) thanksgiving and (3) confession of sin, the 
Septuagint is trying to convey all these meanings of the term 
by translating it besides by the term (i) alveais, also by the 
terms (2) SSpop, xapjuo(rivij and (3) Philo 

similarly shows that he was aware of the three meanings of 
the Hebrew word iodah when, in his attempt to explain the 
etymology of the Hebrew name Judah, he gives its meanings 
as (i) praised (alverds) by God,*® as (2) he “who blesses 
{eb'hay&p) God and is ceaselessly engaged in conning hymns 
of thanksgiving (eixap^<rrous) to Him,” and hence as the 
thanksgiver (efixApicroj')*^ and as (3) confession {^oiMhSyri- 
<ns) to the Lord,** that is, confession of thankfulness or 
praise to the Lord.** Evidently, therefore, when he says that 
the most general term for prayer is atpens, he uses this term 
as embracing all the meanings of its corresponding Hebrew 
term foda^. Under this term aivecris he therefore includes, 
as he says, all “expressions of thanksgiving {eixapurrlats) 
as religion demands,” of which he mentions in particular 
“hymns (ifwois) and predications of happiness {ebdai,- 
isovurpals) and prayers (eiixats) and sacrifices (dvfflais)” ** 
“Prayer” (eiixfi), however, which is here included under 
“thanksgiving” and “praise,” he explains elsewhere in one 
place as “a petition {alrriffis) for good things” ” and in an- 

** Cf, Hatch and Redpath, J Concordance to the Septuaginty s.v. 

Plant. 33, 135. 

** IMd.\ cf. Somn. II, 5, 34. 

Ibid.y 136. 

*• IHd.y 134; cf. Leg. All. I, a6, 80; II, 24, 96; III, 8, a6; 49, 146; Mut. 23, 136; 
Somn. I, 6, 37, 

There is no impKcation of confession of an in his explanation of the meaning 
of the name Judah in any of the passages quoted in the preceding note, nor does 
Philo use the term l^/u>X47i7<rts in the sense of confession of sin. In the Septuagint 
it is used mostly in the sense of a confession of thankfulness but sometimes also in 
the sense of a confession of an (cf. Josh, 7; 19; Dan. 9: 4). 

»• Spec. 1 , 41, 224. a* Agr. 22, 99, 
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other place as that which Moses “is accustomed to call 
benedictions (eiiXayfais),” ” that is, the Hebrew berakot*^ 
Later we shall show that he also uses it in the sense of “con- 
fession of sin.” From all this we may gather that, while 
literally the Greek term is a translation of the 

Hebrew term todah in the sense of thanks^ving, the same 
Greek term is also used in the sense of (i) praise, alwo-is, 
( 2 ) petition, eixbs (3) benediction, eiXo^Io, (4) confession. 
It is the term “thanksgiving” in this general 
sense of “praise,” “petition,” “benediction,” and “con- 
fession” that Philo has in mind when he speaks of “thanks- 
giving” as a virtue, that is, a religious commandment. 
The use of the term “thanksgiving” by Philo in the general 
sense of prayer in all its forms is analogous to the use of the 
term herakah, benediction, in Hebrew in the same general 
sense of prayer.** It must be in this general sense that the 
term “thanksgiving” is also used in other Hellenistic Jew- 
ish writings.*® From the New Testament we know that the 
terms and eixapi^rla are used interchangeably,*^ and 

both of them undoubtedly as a translation of the Hebrew 
berakah. 

Essentially Jewish is also Philo’s conception of the rda- 
tion of prayer to sacrifice. 

Philo lived at a time when the temple in Jerusalem was 
still in existence and sacrifices were still in vogue. The Jews 
of the Diaspora, including those in Alexandria, participated 

Proem, 14, 79; cf. Migr, 20, 117. 

« Deut. 28: 2, 

Cf, below, p, 245, nn. 47-48. 

*5 Thus the “Eighteen Benedictions” contdn “prdses,” “petitions” and 
“ thanksgivings.” 

Cf. Wisdom of Solomon 16: 28. 

*7 Cf. Matt. 26: 26, and Mark 14; 22; elikoyiitras; Luke 22; 17, and i Cor. ii: 24: 
ebxapurr^aasj though it is possible that the latter term refers to Hallel which is re- 
cited on Passover Eve. 
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in these sacrificial rites, not only vicariously through their 
annual contribution of the temple tax, which was used for 
the purchase of the public sacrifice, but also personally 
through their pilgrimages to Jerusalem during the holidays. 
But by the side of the sacrificial worship in the temple there 
existed in Palestine and in other countries of the Diaspora 
another form of divine worship, that of organized prayer. 
Both these forms of worship were considered by Jews in 
Palestine as well as by those outside of Palestine as two ac- 
ceptable modes of divine worship. Philo himself testifies to 
his belief in these two modes of divine worship in his state- 
ment in which he describes his pilgrimage to Jerusalem as 
“the time I was journeying to the Temple of my fathers to 
offer prayers and sacrifices.” 

But the Jews at the time of Philo, who were brought up 
upon the prophets as well as the Pentateuch, while they ac- 
cepted sacrifices as a prescribed form of divine worship, con- 
sidered them acceptable to God only when combined with 
right conduct. The denunciation of sacrifices by the various 
prophets was taken by them not as a rejection of sacrificial 
worship but merely as an emphasis of the moral purpose that 
sacrifice ought to symbolize. This reconciliation of the Law 
and the prophets is already reflected in Sirach’s statement to 
the effect that sacrifices are acceptable to God only when 
accompanied by the observance of the Law and the practice 
of righteousness.®’ It is in this sense also that one is to 
understand such statements in Hellenistic Jewish literature 
as that “to honor God” is to be done “not with gifts and 
sacrifices, but with purity of soul and holy conviction ” 

** Provid, a, 64 (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica VIII, 14, 389b; Richter VI, 
aoo; M. II, 646); Aucher, II, 107. 

** Sirach 35: i~ii (13). 

Aristeas, 234. That Aristeas does not completely eliminate sacrifices is evi- 
dent from 170 and 17a. 
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or that “when the Lord demands bread, or candles, or flesh, 
or any other sacrifice, then that is nothing; but God de- 
mands pure hearts.” ** Moreover, inasmuch as divine wor- 
ship by sacrifices was inaccessible to the great numbers of 
Jews living outside of Palestine, there must have gradually 
arisen the view that prayer can serve as a substitute for 
sacrifices and that it is even better than sacrifices. In 
Palestine this conception of prayer as a substitute for sacri- 
fices and as better than sacrifices found expression in many 
statements attributed to rabbis after the destruction of the 
temple.** All this is given utterance to by Philo in several 
passages. 

In one passage, he begins with a statement that “ God does 
not rejoice in sacrifices even if one offer hectacombs, for all 
things are His possessions and, because He possesses all 
things. He needs none of them.” ** The wording and senti- 
ment of this statement quite evidently reflect such verses as 
“Will the Lord be pleased with thousand of rams? ” “For 
the world is mine and the fulness thereof: will I eat the flesh 
of bulls ? ” ** That Philo does not mean by this the rejection 
of sacrifices as a proper means of divine worship is quite 
evident from his own account of his pilgrimage to Jerusalem 
for the purpose of offering sacrifices ** and from his elaborate 
description of the sacrificial rites.*^ What he means by this 
statement is merely to emphasize, as did also Sirach, that 
the mere external performance of sacrifices, when not ac- 

3 * The Book of the Secrets of Enoch 45; 3. That this does not mean the com- 
plete rejection of sacrifices, see 59; 1-2; 66; 2. 

3* Berdkot 32b; *^an}mma^ Ki ^aho^ § i; cf. below, p. 245, 

M Spec. I, 50, 271. 34 Micah 6: 7, 

3 S Ps. 50; 12-13. Cf. comment on tWs verse in Sijre Numbers ^ § 143, F, p. 54a; 
H, pp. 191-192; There is no eating and drinldng with reference to God. . . . But 
why did I tell you to bring sacrifices to me? It was only that you do my will.” Cf. 
Menahot i loa. 

3 ^ Cf. above, n, 28. 


37 Cf. Spec. 1 , 33, 162 £F. 
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companied by the observance of the Law and the practice 
of righteousness, is not acceptable to God. Philo then pro- 
ceeds to say: “But he rejoices in the will to love Him and 
in men that practice holiness, and from these he accepts 
cakes of ground barley and things of least price, holding them 
most precious rather than those of highest cost.” This 
again reflects (i) such verses as “Hath the Lord as great de- 
light in burnt-oflFerings and sacrifices as in hearkening to the 
voice of the Lord ? ” (a) the law stating that meal offer- 

ings are to be prepared either (a) in the form of cakes or 
(b) in the form of flour, and (3) such native Jewish senti- 
ments as that expressed by the rabbis in their statement that 
“it does not matter whether a man brings a large offering 
or a small, provided he directs his heart to Heaven.” 
Finally he concludes: “And indeed, though the worshipers 
bring nothing else, in bringing themselves they offer the best 
sacrifices, the full and truly perfect oblation of noble living, 
honoring God, their Benefactor and Savior, with hymns and 
thanksgivings.” ^ Here, too, the wording and the sentiment 
reflect such verses as “We will render for bullocks the offer- 
ing of our lips”; “Let my prayer be set forth before Thee 

3 * Spec, I, 50, ayi, 

” I Sam. 1^:22, 

I take it that Philo’s il^aurTd. and KpiJdks here refer to the two lands of meal- 
offering, namely, (a) cakes (Lev. 2: 4-8; 6: 13-14; 7: 9) and (b) flour (Lev. 2*. 2; 
5: 12; 6: 8). I do not accept Colson’s translation here; ** plain meal or barley” or 
** barley ground or unground.” ** Barley” is mentioned in the Pentateuch only in 
connection with the jealousy meal-offering (Num. 5: 15); in all other cases the term 
soiet is used, which in the Septuag^nt is translated by a-efiLSaKis^ the finest wheaten 
flour. According to the Mishnah, all the meal-offerings are of wheat, except the 
jealousy meal-offering and the wave-offering, which are of barley (M. Sota II, i). 
Philo himself elsewhere, in connection with the meal-offering of ^e sinner (Lev. 5: 
11), explicitly says that it was of wheaten flour (Xeu/cor^pot) {Mut, 41. 235). 

Memhot iioa; Stfra^ Wayyi^a^ Pere^ 9, p. 9b. Cf. Heinemann, Philos 
Werkg^ II, p. 87, n. i. 

^ Spec, I, 50, 272. 

^ Hosea 14: 3 (LXX: "We will render to Thee the fruit of our lips”). 
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as incense.” ** In this last statement of Philo there is also 
an intimation of that view which among the rabbis, after the 
destruction of the temple, gave rise to the statements that 
for those who cannot worship God by means of sacrifice, 
prayer may serve as a substitute,^® and that “prayer is 
greater than sacrifices.” 

In another passage the condemnation, which in the pre- 
ceding passage he utters against sacrifices when not con- 
nected with right conduct, is extended by him to prayer 
when it is similarly not connected with right conduct. “If 
the worshiper is without kindly feeling and justice, the sac- 
rifices are no sacrifices, the consecrated oblation is desecrated, 
the prayers (ebxal) are words of ill omen with utter destruc- 
tion waiting upon them. For, when to outward appearance 
they are offered, it is not a remission but a reminder of past 
sins which they effect. But, if he is holy and just, the sacrifice 
stands firm, though the flesh is consumed, or rather, even if 
no victim at all is brought to the altar. For the true oblation, 
what else can it be but the piety of a soul which loves 
God?” In this passage, it will be noticed, he speaks of 
both sacrifices and prayer as if they took place simultane- 
ously, and both of them are condemned when not offered in 
the right spirit and when not connected with right conduct. 
Prayer, furthermore, is assumed to be a part of sacrifice and 
connected with it. This undoubtedly refers to the prayer of 
confession of sin which, by Biblical law, was to accompany 
every expiatory sacrifice.^* Rather than sacrifice as a mere 

« Ps. 141:2. 

45 Tanhumay Korah, § 12. 

Berakot 32b; cf. kanhumay Ki *TahOy § i. 

47 Mos, II, 22, 107-108. 

4 * Sijray Wayyi^Uy Pere^ 17, on Lev. 5: 5, p. 24b; Tos,Menahot'X, 12; Yoma 36a. 
By a post-Biblical enactment certan prayers were also recited in the Temple with 
the daily burnt-oflFering (M. ^amid V, i). But from the context it would seem 
that the reference here is to the prayer of confesaon. 
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external ceremony and prayer as a mere confession with the 
lips, the true service of God, he says, is piety. All this is 
merely a paraphrase of the words of God in the prophecies 
of Isaiah, calling out to those whose hands “are full of 
blood”; “To what purpose is the multitude of your sacri- 
fices unto me? . . . It is an abomination to me. . . . And 
though you multiply prayer, I will not hearken to you. . . . 
Wash and become clean.” « There is in it also an echo of 
the words of the Psalmist. “The sacrifices of God are a 
broken spirit.” 

In a third passage he deals with the superiority of prayer 
to sacrifices. He says; “It is impossible genuinely to express 
our gratitude to God by means of buildings and oblations and 
sacrifices, as is the custom of most people, for even the whole 
world could not be a temple adequate to yield the honor 
due to Him; nay, it must be expressed by means of praise 
and hymns.” ** A statement as to the superiority of prayer, 
which needs only a devoted “soul,” to sacrifices, which re- 
quires “buildings,” is to be found also in another passage, 
in which he asks; “What house shall be prepared for God the 
King of kings ? . . . Shall it be of stone or wooden material ? ” 
His answer is; “away with the thought, the very words are 
impious. . . . One worthy house there is — the soul that is 
fitted to receive Him.” ** The sentiment expressed in these 
passages must have been common, at the time of Philo, 
among the Jews living outside of Palestine, whose only 
direct mode of worship was that of prayer, just as it was 
later, with the destruction of the temple, to become com- 
mon among the Jews in Palestine. But the wording of this 
passage is nothing but a paraphrase of two passages in Scrip- 
ture. First, a passage in Isaiah, wherein, in order to show 


♦* Isa. 

«» Ps. 51; 19, 


** ’Plant. 30, ia6. 
Cher. 39, 99-100. 
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that unrighteous sacrifices are like cutting oS a dog’s neck 
and unrighteous libations are like offering swine’s blood, the 
prophet exclaims in the name of God: “The heaven is my 
throne, and the earth is my footstool: where is the house that 
ye may build unto me ? and where is the place that may be 
my resting-place ? ” Second, a passage in the prayer of King 
Solomon upon his completion of the building of the temple: 
“If the heaven and the heaven of heaven will not suffice 
thee, far less indeed this house which I have built for thy 
name. Yet thou, O Lord, the God of Israel, wilt look down 
on this supplication of mine to hearken to the prayer which 
thy servant this day in thy presence prayeth to thee.” 

In all these passages we have noticed there is no indication 
that sacrifices are rejected by Philo as an improper means of 
divine worship; there is only an insistence that they must be 
inspired by a right motive and that they must be accom- 
panied by righteous conduct. This is quite evident in his ex- 
planation of the Deuteronomic law of the centralization of 
sacrificial worship. “The highest, and in the truest sense 
the holy, temple of God,” he says, “is, as we must believe, 
the whole universe, having for its sanctuary the most sacred 
part of all existence, even heaven, for its votive ornaments 
the stars, for its priests the angels.” Still despite all this 
he admits that there is need also for “the temple made by 
hands,” except that there is to be “only one temple.” ** 

It vdll have been further noticed that when improper sac- 
rifices are condemned the substitute offered for them is 
always prayer. All this, as we have seen, reflects traditional 
Jewish views. It is quite possible that Philo was acquainted 
with some of the sayings of certain early Greek philosophers 
preserved by later authors to the effect that the gods are to 


« Isa: 66: i, 

M I Kings 8: ay-aS. 


K Spec, 1, 12 , 66. 

67. 
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be honored “not by luxurious display but rather by deeds 
of piety” or that you must “consider that the noblest 
sacrifice and best divine worship is that you make yourself 
as good and as just as you possibly can.” If he was ac- 
quainted with such Greek sayings he must have found in 
them corroboration of some of the teachings which he has 
derived from the prophets, and perhaps, according to his 
own belief, he has considered them as having been inspired 
by the teachings of the prophets.®’ But there is not enough 
in the Greek sayings of this type to account for the language 
and the sentiment expressed by Philo in the passages 
quoted.*" 

Another recognizably Jewish feature in his conception of 
prayer is his discussion of the question as to the manner of 
praying. In native Jewish tradition there is a question as to 
whether prayer should be in silence or in a whisper or in an 
audible voice or in a loud voice. The origin of this discussion 
is evidently due to contradictory statements with regard to 
prayer that appeared to be found in Scripture. On the one 

sr Heinemann, Bildung^ p. 66, n. 3; cf. also Philos Werke II, p, 86, n. 4. 

s® Id,, BiMung, p. 472. Cf. also above, 1 , 18. 

s? Cf. above, 1 , 141. 

^ According to Heinemann, Philo’s chief contention in Mos, II, 22, 108, is that 
actual sacrifices are not necessary, for the true oblation is nothing but the piety 
of a God-loving soul. This he finds to be a Greek idea, altogether unknown to the 
rabbis {BiMung, pp. 66-^7). But, as we have tried to show, in that passage Philo’s 
contention is only that sacrifices, even when accompanied by external confession, 
are not acceptable, if not inspired by the right motives and accompanied by right 
conduct 

Again, says Heinemann, Philo betrays no knowledge of the rabbinic view that 
prayer and fasting and charity are substitutes for sacrifices {ihid,, p. 67). But, as 
we have suggested, at the time of Philo there was no need of stressing the import- 
ance of substitutes for sacrifices, and there is no e’ridence that it was stressed by the 
rabbis before the destruction of the temple. In so far as prayer was a substitute 
for sacrifices to the Jews in the diaspora, we have shown that there is an allusion 
to it in Philo. As for charity and fasting, they axe included in his general state- 
ment to the effect that only the sacrifice of the holy and just and God-loving man 
is acceptable. 
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hand, the expression “to serve Him with all your heart” ** 
was taken to refer to prayer, whence prayer was described 
as “ the worship of God within the heart.” ** But on the other 
hand, such verses as “I prayed therefore unto the Lord and 
said,” ** “I prayed unto the Lord my God and made my 
confession and said,” and “ Give ear to my prayer, 0 God. 
. . . Evening and morning and noon will I pray and cry 
aloud, and He shall hear my voice ” would seem to indicate 
that prayer was a matter of speech. The nature of the 
speculation on this question is reflected in a few character- 
istic statements written in the form of interpretations of the 
verse, “Now Hannah, she spoke in her heart; only her lips 
moved, but her voice could not be heard.” One interpre- 
tation of this passage reads: “One might think that he who 
prays should let his ears hear his voice, it is therefore ex- 
plained in the case of Hannah that ‘ she spoke in her heart.’ 
Another interpretation reads: “One might think that he who 
prays should raise his voice, it is therefore explained in the 
case of Hannah that ‘she spoke in her heart’; one might then 
think that he who prays should only think his prayer in his 
heart, the text therefore says ‘only her lips moved,’ How is 
it then ? He moves his lips.” A third interpretation reads: 
“‘Now Hannah, she spoke in her heart,’ — from which we 
infer that he who prays must direct his heart [to Heaven]; 
‘only her lips moved,’ — from which we infer that he who 
prays must pronounce clearly with his lips; ‘but her voice 
could not be heard,’ — from which we infer that it is not 

Deut. II: 13. 

^ Stfre Beut.y § 41, F, p. 80a; HF, p. 88 ; 7 * a*anit aa. 

Deut. 9: 26. 

^ Dan. 9: 4. 

^ Ps. 55: 2, 18. 

^ I Sam. i: 13. 

^7 Tos, Berakot III, 5; Berakot 31a; Deuteronomy Rahhah 2, i. 

** Jer^ Berakot IV, i, 7a. 
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allowed to raise one’s voice in prayer.” Disapproval of 
prayer both in an audible voice and in a loud voice is ex- 
pressed in the following statement: “He who lets his voice 
be heard in prayer is of those who are of little faith; he who 
raises his voice in prayer is of those who prophesy lies.” 'f® 
Another characteristic statement, which expresses common 
conceptions as to the manner in which one is to pray, is in 
the form of an interpretation of the verse, “Tremble, and 
sin not; commune with your heart upon your bed, and be 
still.” 'f* This verse is interpreted to mean that, if you can- 
not say your prayers, “think them in your heart.” Even 
•mth reference to the reading of the shema, which reading 
must be audible to one’s own ears,^^ there is a difference of 
opinion as to whether “thinking in the heart is as good as 
audible speech.” Of two Palestinian rabbis it is reported 
that “Rabbi Abba bar Zabda [when he prayed in the syna- 
gogue] prayed in a[n audible but not loud] voice; Rabbi 
Jonah, when he prayed in the synagogue, prayed in a whisper, 
but, when he prayed at home, he prayed in a [loud] voice, 
in order that the members of his household might learn the 
prayers.” ” In synagogues, however, there was a leader of 
public prayer who recited some of the prayers aloud, and 


Berakotsii. 

s® lUd. 44b; cf. Luke 12: 28, for the expression “of little faith,” and Jer. 23: 26, 
for the expreaaon “who prophesy lies.” 

Ps. 4; 5. 

” Miirash fehtSim, ad loe., $ 9, p. 23b; Fesiita de-'Rab Kahana, Shuiah, 
p. 1588. 

o M. Berdkot II, 3. 

« Berakot 20b. 

w Jer. Berakot IV, 1, 7a. See L. (Snzberg in his critical study of this passage in 
lus PermUm we-IfiMus^im Birtishalmi, III, pp. 8-22, where he shows that the 
“voioe” in which Rabbi Abba bar Zabda prayed in the synagogue was an “auiR- 
ble but not loud voice,” whereas the “voice” in which Rabbi Jonah prayed at 
hone was a “kmd vtace.” Hence the bracketed additions in our translation of 
tlus passage. 
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it is reported that, “when Rabbi Jesa went up [from 
Babylonia] to Palestine, he saw the people bending down and 
whispering a prayer,” while the leader of the congregation 
was reciting one of the Eighteen Benedictions, evidently in 
a loud voice.^® There is evidence that also in the synagogue 
of Alexandria there was such a leader of the congregation 
The customary Jewish mode of praying in a whispering voice 
is contrasted by the rabbis with the heathen mode of pray- 
ing in a loud voice. “The heathen,” they say, “has his god 
in his own house and he cries aloud to him until he is dead, 
but his god does not hear him and does not save him from 
his distress. ... A Jew enters a synagogue, takes a position 
behind the stand, prays in a whisper, and the Holy One, 
blessed be He, gives ear to his prayer.” While there is no 
complete agreement among these statements, they all main- 
tain that prayer, with the exception of that of the leader in 
the synagogue, should not be in a loud voice; some of them 
approve of prayer in the heart; most of them require that 
he who prays should move his lips or pronounce his words 
clearly with his lips or utter his words in a whisper. 

Reflecting all these various opinions and practices in 
Judaism with regard to spoken and silent prayer, Philo 
says of prayer that thereby the worshipers honor God “some- 
times with the organs of speech, sometimes without tongue 
and mouth, when within the sotJ alone and appreciable only 
by the intellect they make their confessions and invocations, 
which one ear only can apprehend, the ear of God, for human 
hearing cannot reach to Ae perception of such.” In this 
passage, what Philo calls prayer “within the soul” quite 
obviously means silent prayer, corresponding to what the 

^ Jer, Berakot I, 8 (5), 3c. 

^7 Cf. os, Sukkak IV, 6; Jer, Sukkah V, i, 55a-b* 

7 * Jer, Berakot IX, i, p. 13a. 79 Spec, I, 50, 272. 
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rabbis characterize as “the worship of God within the 
heart,” and what he calls prayer “with the organs of speech ” 
or with “tongue and mouth” is quite obviously to be taken 
as corresponding to what the rabbis describe as prayer in an 
“audible voice,” or perhaps also to that kind of prayer con- 
cerning which they say that “he who prays must move his 
lips” or “pronounce clearly with his lips,” the terms “tongue 
and mouth ” used by Philo being thus the equivalent of the 
term “lips” used in Scripture and by the rabbis. No men- 
tion is made here by Philo of prayer in a loud voice, and we 
may assume that prayer in a loud voice on the part of the 
general public, as distinguished from the leader, would be 
discountenanced by him no less than by the rabbis. These 
Jewish modes of prayer, as described by both Philo and the 
rabbis, are in contrast to what is known of the modes of 
prayer among the Greeks. The latter are known to have been 
prejudiced against prayer in silence or in a low voice. Among 
the Pythagoreans there was a rule that all prayers should be 
uttered aloud. Only when there was some special reason for 
not praying aloud were prayers offered in silence or in a low 
voice.*® In the Talmudic passage quoted above, the refer- 
ence to the heathen crying aloud to his god thus reflects an 
actual acquaintance with the heathen method of praying. 

(^) Repentance 

It is also to scriptural teachings that we must go for the 
origin of Philo’s view that repentance is a virtue. In Greek 
philosophy repentance is never held up as a virtue. Aristotle 
indeed describes the experience of repentance (peraniKeia), 
making such observations as that a man who has done wrong 

*• Cf. P. Gardner and F. B. Jevons, ji Manual of Greek Antiquities, and ed., 
1898, p. 404; A. W. Malr, op. eit., p. 184, 1 3. 
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out of ignorance and, on finding out what he has done, re- 
pents, is to be described as an involuntary agent (Skwj')®* and 
that “he who cannot repent cannot be cured.” But he 
does not urge repentance as a virtue. To him the penitent 
is a bad man; the good man is he who has nothing to repent 
of. This view is expressed by him in such statements as that 
“bad men are full of repentance” but it is characteristic 
of good men that they do no wrong and consequently a 
good man is “not given to repentance” (/teriroia),*® nor, 
“like the penitent,” does he find fault with his former ac- 
tions.** The Stoics are reported to re-echo the same view in 
a statement which says of them that “they do not believe 
that the mind of the wise is able to repent, for repentance 
(jji€T&vota) pertains to a false assent, as if one had previously 
gone utterly wrong.” *’' According to these statements, then, 
never to have been wrong is a virtue; to have been wrong and 
repented is not in itself a virtue. 

In Judaism, however, with the general belief that “there 

** Eth, Nic, III, I, mob, 22-23, ^ Ibid, VII, 7, 1150a, 23. 

Ibid* IX, 4, 1 1 66b, 24-25: neraii^das ol 4 >avKoi ykfiovtrt. Exactly the same 
statement, niunn (read ^ratut as an abstract noun and not Imatot as 

a plural), is asenbed by Elijah ben Solomon ha-Kohen (d. 1729) in his S 1 uib$t 
Musar, ch. 25, to the sages of the Talmud. No such statement occurs in the Talmud 
(cf. A, Hyman, O^ar Dibre ^akamim u-Pitgamehem, 1933, p. 514). The statement 
occurs verbatim in the Hebrew translation of Aristotle's Ethica Nkomachea {JS^er 
ha-Middot IX, 5) made from the Latin at the beginning of the 15th century. How- 
ever, the author of the Shebet Musar makes use of this Aristotelian statement as 
evidence that repentence is a virtue, seeing that even the wicked have a conscious- 
ness of sin and are full of repentance. 

Ibid* VIII, 8, 1159b, 6-7. 

Ibid* IX, 4, 1166a, 29. 

Eth* End* VII, 6, 1240b, 21-23. 

*7 Stobaeus, Eclogae II, p. 113, 11 . 5-7 (Arnim, III, 548, p. 147, 11 . 21-23). Cf, 
E. F. Thompson, lAeravoka and tierauKKei in Greek Literature until 100 A*D,i in- 
cluding Discussion of their Cognates and their Hebrew Equivalents^ 1908; E. Norden 
Agnostos TheoSy 1913, pp. 134-140; W. W. Ja^er, ” Norden, Agnostos Theos” 
Gottingische gelehrte Anzeiger^ 175 (1913), pp. 589-592; A. H. Dirksen, The New 
Testament Concept of Metanoia, ^ 93 ^ PP* 161-162, 165-196. 
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is not a righteous man upon earth, that doeth good, and 
sinneth not,” ** the conception of repentance as an act which 
is desired by God and towards which man was urged by Him 
runs throughout Scripture and is ^ven the fullest expression 
in the verse: “Let the wicked forsake his way, and the un- 
righteous man his thoughts: and let him return unto the 
Lord, and He will have mercy upon him; and to our God, for 
He will abundantly pardon.” What is more significant, 
repentance, or rather confession of sin, which is the outward 
symbol of repentance, came to be regarded as a Mosaic com- 
mandment. In the Pentateuch, to be sure, confession is pre- 
scribed only in certain special instances — twice for lay in- 
dividuals in connection with certain sacrifices which are to 
be offered in the case of the transgression of certain command- 
ments,’” once for the high priest, also in connection with a 
certain sacrifice,’* and once for the people as a whole in con- 
nection with general apostacy.’® According to a Tannaitic 
Midrash, however, confession is a prescribed duty in the case 
of the transgression of “all the other commandments,” 
whether “negative commandments” or “positive com- 
mandments,” including also commandments for the trans- 
gression of which there is “divine punishment” or “capital 
punishment,” and furthermore this duty of confession de- 
volves both upon individuals and upon congregations and is 
to be in force both at the time when sacrifices are being of- 
fered and at the time sacrifices are no longer offered and both 
in Palestine and outside of Palestine.’* Repentance, with 

•* Ecd. 7; ao; I Kings 8: 46; a Chr. 6: 36. 

•» Isa, 555 7. ** Lev. 16: ai. 

*• Lev. j: 5j Nnm. g: 7, Lev. a6: 40. 

» Si/h Zttfa, Naso, on Num. 55 6 . It is this Midrash wHch is quoted by Maimo- 
mdes in Ms Se/er ha-Mifwot, Positive Conunandment 73, under the name of Mekilta, 
and upon wMch Ms statement in Mishaeh torah, Teshibah I, i, is based. Cf. Com- 
mentary Amhruha de-Sifre on Sijre Zuta, ad loe,, by Jacob Ze’eb Joskosntz. Cf. 
also above, p. 345. 
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its outer symbol confession, as an act desired by God is also 
urged by Sirach.’'* In Hellenistic Jewish literature God is 
said to have made His sons “to be of good hope” because 
He gave “repentance when men have sinned” and He is 
also said to overlook the sins of men “to the end that they 
may repent.” 

It is in accordance with this conception of repentance as 
a Mosaic commandment, which in the language of Philo 
means that it is a practical virtue, that repentance is de- 
scribed by him as a virtue. His description of repentance as 
a virtue is to be found in his inclusion of his treatise on 
“repentance,” together with his treatises on “courage,” 
“piety,” and “humanity” under the general tide, “On the 
Virtues.” ” It is also implied in his statement that it is 
because “our most holy Moses” is “a lover of virtue and 
of goodness and especially of his fellow men” that “he 
offers to the repentant, as to conquerors, great rewards.” 
Almost in direct opposition to Aristode and the Stoics, who 
consider it as a characteristic of the good or the wise man 
never to have occasion to repent and that only the bad 
man is full of repentance,”® he maintains that “the change 
from sin to a blameless life is characteristic of a wise man 
who has not been utterly ignorant of what is for his good.” ”* 
In another place he similarly says that, in decreeing repent- 
ance, God is “not in any degree mocking or reproaching 
these men, who are believed to have offended.” ’'** The reason 

M Sirach 18: 21; 4: 26; 17: 2^-32, 

95 Wisdom of Solomon I2; 19; cf. 12: 10. 

^ Wisdom of Solomon ii: 23. 

^7 The title **On the Virtues” for the group of treatises which includes that on 
“repentance” is found in Eusebius and in tire oldest manuscript (cf. L. Cohn, 
Philos Werke, II, pp, 315-316). Hence it must have been used by Philo himself. 

9 » Virt. 33, 175, 

99 Cf, above, p. 253. 33, 177. 

Cf. above, p. 253, n. 83. ^u, in Gen, I, 82. 
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why repentance is not unbecoming to a wise man is again the 
Je'wdsh principle as to the impossibility of sinlessness for the 
ordinary run of man which, as restated by Philo, reads: “for 
absolute sinlessness belongs to God alone, or possibly to a 
divine man.” ”» His conception of repentance as a virtue is 
the logical consequence of his belief in the absolute freedom 
of the will. 

Not only is the general conception of repentance as a 
virtue based upon Jewish tradition, but also the details of 
his description of the virtue of repentance go back to the 
same source. 

In Judaism, repentance requires confession, and confes- 
sion means an open acknowledgment of sin. In the language 
of the rabbis this open acknowledgment of sin is called “con- 
fession of words” {widduy deharim).^* One of the scriptural 
sources for this expression is the verse: “Take with you words 
and return to the Lord; say unto Him: Forgive all iniquity, 
and accept that which is good, so we will render for bullocks 
the offering of our lips.” But besides confession of words 
or with the lips, Jewish tradition, drawing upon various 
scriptural verses, speaks also of the need, in the case of 
repentance, of a feeling of shame for one’s sins,"* of a feeling 
of remorse and of a feeling of chastisement in the heart."* 
Reflecting all these Jevdsh traditions, Philo describes re- 
pentants as those who “feel shame” (KaTaiSea6h>res), “re- 
proach themselves” {KcuclffavTfs), and “openly confess and 

*« Virt. 33, 177; cf. above, I, 451, on tins qualification with r^ard to a “divine 
man.” Fragmenta, Richter, 22a (M, II, 662): “I think it absolutely impossible 
that no part of the soul should become tainted, not even the outermost and lowest 
part of it, even if the man appeared to be perfect among men.” 

“* Perth I, p. Sod, on Lev. 16: 6; Perth H, P- 81a, on Lev. 16: ii; 

cf. the same ezprestion in Msumonides in Sejer ha-Mi^oot, Positive Commandment 
73; Mishneh Tor/A, Teskuiah I, r. 

*•» Hos. 14: 3; d. Pesihta PtMtUi, 47, p. 189b. 

Beratat 12b. 


pfaggah 5a. 
"• Berakofjiu 
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acknowledge all their sin, first within themselves . . . sec- 
ondly with their tongues.” Again, in Jewish tradition, 
repentance and confession avail only in the case of sins be- 
tween man and God; in the case of sins between man and 
man, in addition to repentance and the asking for forgiveness, 
reparation for the injury caused in the commitment of the 
sin must be made.”® So also Philo says that in cases of sin 
between man and man, besides confession of the wrong and 
the asking for forgiveness, the repentant must ^ve evidence 
of the truth of his repentance by actions, by restoring what 
he has taken from the other unlawfully.”' 

There are more such striking similarities. According to 
both Jewish tradition and Philo, there had been an idea of 
repentance before the repentance of an individual human 
being, Adam in the case of the rabbis and Enoch in the case 
of Philo, actually came into existence.”* Again, in Jewish 
tradition, Enoch is represented as one whose life has not 
always been perfect and hence as one who is “an example 
of repentance to all generations.” So also in Philo Enoch 
is represented as a repentant.”® In Scripture as well as in 
Jewish tradition repentance is described as a “healing.””* 
So also in Philo repentance is compared to the recovery from 
a disease.”’^ In Jewish tradition repentance is said to cause 
redemption to come to Israel.”® So also Philo says that 
Israel \dll be redeemed as a result of repentance.”* In Scrip- 

Proem. a8, 163. 

M. Yoma VIII, 9, and M. Baba B^amma VIII, 7. 

Spec. 1 , 43, 235-236. 

Cf. above, 1 , 185. 

“3 Genesis Rdbhah 25, I. 

Sirach 44: 16. 

Abr. 3, 17 ff.; Fraem. 3, 15 ff. 

Isa. 6: 10; Bosh ha-Shanah 17b; Hos. 14: 5; Yoma 86a-b. 

Abr, 4, 26; Yirt. 33, 176. 

Yoma 86b. 

Proem, 28, 163-164. Cf. below, pp. 41 1 f. 
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ture it is said that God, who is “merciful and gracious . . . 
forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin,” ““ does not 
deal with us “according to our sins” nor does He retribute 
to us “according to our iniquities,” and the rabbis simi- 
larly say that “there is no creature that is not indebted to 
God, but He is gracious and merciful and forgives the sins 
of the past.” So also Philo says that God is “merciful and 
forgiving” and that through His “gracious nature” He 
“sets forgiveness before chastisement.” Finally, in native 
Jewish tradition, as contrasted with the “repentant” there 
is what is called the “perfectly righteous,” and there is a 
question whether the “perfectly righteous” or the “repent- 
ant” is of a higher rank. Rabbi Abbahu of Caesarea, who 
held the view that the “repentant” is of a higher rank, ex- 
presses himself in the statement that “in the place where the 
repentant stand the perfectly righteous do not stand.” 
Philo similarly compares “repentance” with “perfection” 
or with “perfect guiltlessness” and expresses his view, 
which happens to be that the perfectly righteous is of a 
higher rank, in the statement that “repentance holds the 
second place to perfection””® or that repentance is “the 
yoxmger brother of perfect guiltlessness.” Though it is 
not impossible that Rabbi Abbahu (third century a.d.) 
uttered his statement in direct opposition to Philo, for he 
is reported to have had a knowledge of Greek and to have 
even visited Alexandria,”* the problem itself as to relative 
merit of the repentant and the perfectly righteous undoubt- 
edly reflects an old Jewish tradition which is the common 

“• E*. 34: 6-7; cf. Ps. 78: 38. Ibid, II, 32, 196. 

Ps. 103: 10. “5 Berakoti^h. 

«” Exodus Eabbah 31, l. Jbr. 4, 26. 

»*> Spec. Ill, 21, 131 . “T Somn. 1 , 15, 91. 

“• Cf. W. Bachor, Die Apfsda der palastinensisehm Amoraer, II, p. 97. 

”» Ibid,, p. 93. 
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source of both Philo and the rabbis. The reason given by 
Philo for the inferiority of the repentant is that just as 
wounds leave behind them bodily scars so “in the souls of 
the repentant there remain, in spite of all, the scars and 
prints of their old misdeeds.” *** So also in Jewish tradition 
the verse “I will heal your backslidings ” is taken to mean 
that the repentant are compared to those that have been 
wounded in whom scars remain even after they have been 
healed.*** 


(c) Study and Teaching 

In addition to the virtue of prayer and the virtue of re- 
pentance, by which, as we have tried to show, Philo means 
the commandment of prayer and the commandment of 
repentance, Philo dwells also upon the study and the teach- 
ing of the Law as a religious commandment which he ranges 
under the virtue of justice.*** In native Jewish tradition, the 
religious duty of studying the Law and of teaching it to 
others is based upon such verses as “ye shall learn them, and 
observe to do them”**"* and “ye shall teach them your 
children, speaking of them when thou sittest in thine house, 
and when thou walkest by the way, when thou liest down, 
and when thou risest up.” *** The term “thy children ” in a 
parellel verse*** is taken to mean “thy pupils.”**’' Now 

* 5 ® Spec, I, 19, loj. See Heinemann, Philos Werke^ and Colson, ad, loc,^ for 
Greek parallels* 

^ Jer* 3: 22. 

* 5 * Yoma 86a and cf. Rashi, ad he, 

*33 Spec, IV, 26, 136-142. 

*34 Deut. 5: i; ^iddushin 29b. In Sijre Deut,^ § 41, F, p. 80a; HF, p. 87, it 
is derived from the word “to serve Him” in Deut. ii: 13. Cf. Maimonides, Sefer 
ha-Mi^wot^ Positive Commandments 5 and 11, 

*3S Deut. 1 1 : 19; cf. ^iddushin 29b. 

* 3 « Deut. 6: 7. 

*37 Sifre DeuLy § 34, F, p. 74a; HF, p. 6i; cf. Ps, 34: 12; Prov. i: 8; Sirach 2: i, 
17 - 
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Philo does not directly discuss the pentateuchal source of 
the religious duty of the study of the Law, but that the study 
of the Law is a Jewish duty is assumed by him in the state- 
ment that the “holy congregation” is that “in which it is 
ever the practice to hold conferences and discussions about 
virtue,” by which he means, it is ever the practice to 
meet for the study of the Law/*’ With the assumption that 
the study of the Law is a religious duty, evidently pre- 
scribed in the Pentateuch, he tries to find in the Pentateuch 
further specifications of this duty in the verse “and ye shall 
lay up these my words in your heart and in your soul, and 
bind them for a sign upon your hand, that they may be 
movably before your eyes.” The first of these three figu- 
rative expressions, he says, intimates that the learning of the 
Law is not to be a matter of mere hearing with the ear but 
rather one of understanding with the mind.*’* The second 
expression intimates that learning must be reinforced by 
action.*’* The third expression intimates that the laws which 
we learn must be a vital force within us, moving us to ac- 
tion.*’* When a man has achieved this last stage of the 
knowledge of the Law, he says, “he is no longer to be ranked 
among learners and pupils but rather among teachers and 
instructors.” *” Drawing, therefore, upon the verse *’* from 
which the rabbis derive the religious duty to teach the Law 
to others and taking also the words “your children” in that 
verse to mean “your pupils,” he paraphrases it as follows: 
“Indeed he must be forward to teach the principles of justice 


*** ImmuL 24, 1 n. 

Cf. below, nn. 174-177. 

Deut II ; 18. ffa\&yr6if was Philo’s reading of the Greek for the Hebrew word 
usually translated by frontlets. Cf. Colson VIII, p. 435, § 137. 

^ Sp€c, IV, 26, 137, 

IHd. 138. 

Ibid, 139. 


md , 140. 

^ Deut. ii: 19. 
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to kinsfolk and friends and to all young people at home and 
in the street, both when they go to their beds and when 
they arise.” 

There is also in Philo a reflection of the problem raised in 
rabbinic Judaism as to the relative importance of the study 
of the Law and the practice of the Law. The generally ac- 
cepted opinion is that not learning but doing is the main 
object of the Law,*'*^ so that even those who claimed that 
study is the greater thing did so only because “study leads 
to doing.” In rabbinic literature this view is expressed in 
a comment upon the verses “For if ye shall diligently keep 
all this commandment which I command you, to do it . . . 
then will the Lord drive out all the nations from before 
you.” Taking the word “keep” in this verse to mean to 
“remember” what one has “studied,” the rabbis say; 
“From the first part of the verse I might have inferred that 
once a man has memorized any precept of the Law he may 
seat himself down and do nothing, it therefore adds ‘to do 
it,’ intimating that you must still do the commandments, 
so that if a man has studied the Law, he has fulfilled one 
commandment; if he has studied it and remembered it, he 
has fulfilled two commandments; if he has studied it and 
remembered it and practiced it, there is nothing higher than 
that.” In the same way Philo, evidently drawing upon 
these same verses, in which the Septuagint reads “if ye 
shall diligently hearken” instead of “if ye shall diligently 
keep,” restates them as follows; “If, he says, you keep the 
divine commandments in obedience to His ordinances and 
accept His precepts, not merely to hear them [i.e., to learn 

Spec. IV, 26, 141. ^iiiusUn 40b. 

M. Ahot 1 , 17. Deut. ii: 22-23. 

After the analogy of the expression; “And the father kept the saying pn 
nund]” (Gen. 37; ii). 

Sifre Deut., § 48, F, p. 84b; EQ?, p. 113. 
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them] but also to fulfill them by the actions of your lives, the 
first boon you will have is victory over your enemies,” ‘S’ for 
“while the commandments of the Law are only on our lips 
our acceptance of them is little or none, but when we add 
thereto deeds which follow in their company, deeds shown 
in the whole conduct of your lives, the commandments will 
be as it were brought up out of the deep darkness into 
light.” Reflecting the same verse, the Letter of Aristeas 
similarly says: “The good life consists in the keeping of the 
enactments of the Law, and this end is achieved much more 
by hearing [i.e., by learning them] than by reading.” 

Sometimes the question as to whether the study of the 
Law or the practice of the Law is superior is reflected in 
Philo’s treatment of the problem current in the philosophy 
of his time as to the comparative value of the contemplative 
and the practical life. 

In both Plato and Aristotle the priority of the contempla- 
tive life to the practical is assumed. In Plato there are sev- 
eral long passages in which the contemplative life is exalted 
above the practical life.^®® In Aristotle it is expressed in the 
statement that happiness is primarily a contemplative activ- 
ity and that life in accordance with non-contemplative 
virtue is happy only in a secondary degree.*” The Stoics, on 
the other hand, reverse this order of importance, arguing 
that a speculative life, or rather a scholastic life (vxoXao-TiKdy 
jSfor), is as bad as a life of mere amusement (hayoyYfi) and 
pleasure (^5os).*®® 

Proem* 14. 79; cf, Deut. 30; 10; ii: 22--a7. 

Proem* 14, 82. 

*S4 Aristeas, 127. Evidently “keeping," “hearing," and “reading" correspond 
to the rabbinic “practise," “remember” and “study" quoted above. But see 
H. G. Meecham's edition of Aristeas, p. 321, on “hearing” and “reading." 

Theoetetus 173 c Sr, Gorgias 481 e S* 

^ EiL Nfc* X, 7, 1177a, 12-18. 

JUd, X, 8, 117885 9. Plutarch, De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 2, 3. 
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Philo does not follow the view of the Stoics. In fact, the 
Stoics themselves did not follow their own view, and the 
discrepancy between their teaching of the preference of the 
practical to the contemplative life and their actual pursuit 
of the contemplative life in preference to the practical is one 
of the glaring contradictions that were found in the Stoics.*®* 
Many of the leading Stoics, it was argued by their opponents, 
in contradiction to their doctrine of the preferability of the 
practical life, “left their countries, not because they had 
anything to complain against them, but in order that they 
might, while engaged in studying and disputing, pass their 
life quietly, more pleasantly, and in full leisure.” It is no 
wonder then that Philo in many of bis utterances aligns 
himself with Plato and Aristotle as over against the Stoics 
in placing the contemplative life over the practical. Thus, 
in one passage, re-echoing Plato and Aristotle, he describes 
the contemplative life as “the more excellent way of life, 
for it is proper to go through the practical life before be- 
ginning the theoretical one, as being a sort of rehearsal of 
the more perfect contest.” *®* In another passage, classify- 
ing the three kinds of life, the contemplative, the practical, 
and the pleasurable,*®* he describes the practical life as low 
iparva) when it is close to the pleasurable life, and as high 

Ibid. 1, 4. 

Ibid. 

^ Fug, 6, 36. 

^ ^u, in Gen, IV, 47; contemplatiw, operatha^ condecens. The last term reflects 
the Greek avjxvfyeiHjs but, as required by the context, it should be some Latin term 
which translates the Greek ifdits. Professor Ralph Marcus informs me that the 
underlying Armenian term here is generally used as a translation of both the Greek 
irpkicwv and the Greek repwpds, Ju<^ng by the context, therefore, we may con- 
clude that the term in the original Greek was undoubtedly the latter, for the term 
TepTcvbs is used by Aristotle as the opposite of Xwrwv {Etk, Nic, IV, 8, 1128a, 26- 
27) and hence as the equivalent of Consequently, while the Armenian transla- 

tion of this term here is only ambiguous, the Larin translation from the Armenian 
is incorrect. 
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{magna) when it is close to the contemplative life. It is 
ewdendy also because the practical life may degenerate into 
a life of pleasure that he is led to speak with approval of those 
who flee society and seek solitude in order to be able to lead 
a life of contemplation."^®* 

But all these statements as to the greater importance of 
the contemplative life mean nothing more than that state- 
ment of the rabbis that the study of the Law is the greater 
thing, whereby they mean only, as we have seen, that it is 
greater in the sense that it leads to doing. With bis belief 
that the laws of the Pentateuch are to be obeyed and fol- 
lowed and practiced, Philo believed that they had an in- 
trinsic value, and a practical life based upon these laws, and 
upon the contemplation or the study of these laws, could 
not be dismissed as valueless nor even reduced to a secondary 
position. Accordingly we shall find many passages in which 
he asserts the equality of the practical life and the contem- 
plative life, provided the practical life is a life in accordance 
with the Law. Thus in one passage he says that “while virtue 
contains both contemplation and practice, nevertheless it 
is of surpassing excellence in each of these two, for the con- 
templation of virtue is perfect in beauty, and the practice 
and exercise of it is a prize to be striven for.” The in- 
trinsic value of the practical life based on virtue is affirmed, 
by him in his statement that “happiness consists in the 
practice and enjoyment of virtue, not in its mere posses- 
sion,” or that “happiness results from the practice of 
perfect virtue.” ‘®® Drawing upon his own experience, he 
tries to show that to lead a contemplative life one does not 
necessarily have to escape from the practical life. “For 


Jbr. 4, a»-a3; Spec, II, 12, 44; Proh. 10, 63; cf. also Spec, III, 1, i-6. 
^ Leg. All, 1 , 17, 58. 

Deter. 17, 60. Agr. 36, 157. 
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many a time,” he says, “have I myself forsaken friends and 
kinsfolk and country and come into a wilderness, to give 
my attention to some subject demanding contemplating, 
and derived no advantage from doing so, but my mind scat- 
tered or bitten by passion has gone off to matters of the 
contrary kind. Sometimes, on the other hand, amid a vast 
throng I can bring my mind into solitude. God has dispersed 
the crowd that besets the soul and taught me that a favor- 
able and an unfavorable condition are not brought about by 
differences of place, but by God who moves and leads the 
ear of the soul in whatever way He pleases.” Not only is 
it not necessary to escape from practical life in order to lead 
a contemplative life, but the former may serve as a prepara- 
tion for the latter, for “it is proper to go through a practical 
life before beginning the contemplative one: as being a sort 
of prelude to a more advanced contest.” His conception 
of the equality of the practical life and the contemplative 
life is discerned in his treatment of the Essenes and the 
Therapeutae.*''® The former are praised by him as an exem- 
plification of the practical life; the latter are praised by him 
as an exemplification of the contemplative life.*’* Finally, a 
proof-text for the equality of the practical and contemplative 
life is found by him in the verses in which the command to 
rest and to cease work on the seventh day is explained on the 
ground that on that day God rested from His work of crea- 
tion.*’* “Always follow God, it says, find in that single six- 
day period in which, all-sufficient tor His purpose, He created 
the world, a pattern of the time set apart to thee for activity. 
Find, too, in the seventh day the pattern of the duty to 

Leg. All. II, SI, 85. Fug. 6, 36. 

Prob, 12, 75-13, 91; Hypot. ii, i-i8 {Fragmenta^ Richter, VI, 183-185; M* 
II, 632-634). 

Cont, I, I. 

*7* Ibid. 


Exod. 20: 8-1 1. 
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study wisdom, that day in which we are told that He sur- 
veyed what He had wrought, and so learn to meditate thy- 
self on the lessons of nature and all that in thy own life 
makes for happiness. Let us not then neglect the great 
archetype of the two best lives, the practical and the con- 
templative.” By the contemplative here he means study 
and teaching, for elsewhere he explains that the seventh 
day, which is to be devoted to contemplative life, is a day 
devoted to study and teaching.^’'^ This study and teaching 
he explains as meaning the study and teaching of “virtue” 
or of “philosophy” or of the “duty to God” and the “duty 
to men” or of “the philosophy of their fathers,”*’® but 
by all these he means nothing but what he calls elsewhere 
“the sacred laws.” *” 

id) Deeds i Words ^ Intentions 

These three commandments, prayer, repentance, and the 
study of the Law, are distinguished from most of the other 
commandments in that they are expressed not in actions but 
in words. They constitute, therefore, with similar other com- 
mandments which are expressed in words, such as the pro- 
hibitions of reviling or cursing,*’® of calumniating,*” and of 
swearing falsely,**® and the command to rebuke one’s neigh- 
bor,*®* a special class of commandments. But in addition to 
these two types of commandments dealing with practical 
virtues,*®* there are also, as we have seen above, command- 
ments which deal with intellectual *** and moral virtues,*®® 

Becal, ao, loo-ioi; cf. Sfec. II, 15, 64. 

Mas. II, 39, ai5-ai6j S-pee. II, 15, 6i-6a; Fragmenta, Richter VI, pp. 181- 
i8a (M. II, 630-631). 

5p«.II,i5,6i-63;A/br.II,39,ai5. Cf. above, 1 , 79-80. Lev. 19: la. 

Mos. II, 39, ai6. m Lev. 19: 17. 

«7r Fragmenta, Richter VI, p. i8a (M. II, 631). Cf. above, p. ao8. 

Exod. ai: 17J aa: a7; Lev. 19: 14. “J Cf. above, pp. ao8 £F. 

Exod. 23: 1; Lev. 19; 16. Cf. above, pp. ai8 ff. 
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that is, with beliefs and feelings, both of which may be re- 
garded as constituting one type of commandment, dealing 
with what may be called duties of the heart.**® Evidently 
referring to 'these three types of commandments and de- 
scribing the third type by terms meaning “thoughts” and 
“intentions,” he says that “offenses and right actions exist in 
three things: thoughts or intentions (SiAmai, jSouXal), words 
(X6'yoi), and deeds (xpAfeis, ?p7a).”^®® He bases this view on a 
verse which in the Septuagint reads: “The word is very near 
thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart, and in thy hand, to do 
it.” Commenting upon this verse, he says that the words 
“mouth,” “heart,” and “hand” s3nmibolize respectively 
“words,” “intentions,” and “deeds.” *** In another place, 
alluding to the same verse,**** he restates the same interpre- 
tation of it as follows: “For if our words (X6701) corre- 
spond with our intentions (fiovksinara) and our actions (irpA- 
^ets) with our words, and the three mutually follow each 
other, bound together with indissoluble bonds of harmony, 
happiness prevails.” *** In the Wisdom of Solomon, simi- 
larly, the condition in the pursuit of wisdom is said to be 
purity in thought,*’* purity in word,*’* and purity in deed.*’® 
This new distinction thus raises Philo’s classifications of 
the commandments to five: (i) positive and n^ative; (2) 
duties to God and duties to men; (3) as subdivisions of the 
ten commandments; (4) according to the classification of 
virtues into intellectual, moral, and practical;**^ (5) those 
of the hands, those of the mouth, and those of the heart, or 
deeds, words, and intentions. 

Cf. below, p. J09. 

Mut, 41, 2136, and cf. 

Deut. 30; 14. In the Hebrew the words "and in thy hand” are omitted, 

Mut. 41, 237; cf. VirK 34, 183; ProBus lo, 68. Proem, 14, 80. 

Ibid,y 81. Wisdom of Solomon i; 1-5. Ibid, 1:6-11, 

Ibid, 1: 12-16. Cf. above, pp. 200-201, 208. 
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V. The Definition of Virtue 

Philo had before him two definitions of virtue. One was 
the Aristotelian definition, according to which virtue is “a 
mean (jxeaiyrrjs) between two vices, one of excess and one of 
defect.” * There is an anticipation of this doctrine of the 
mean in Plato’s statement that a man should always choose 
“the life that is seated in the mean (piaov) and shun the 
excess in either direction.” * The other was the Stoic defi- 
nition, according to which virtue consists in the complete 
exemption from emotion (dxAtoa).® The difference between 
these two definitions may be gathered from the discussions 
among the Stoics as to the differences between their own 
view and that of the Peripatetics. “Between virtue and 
vice,” they say, “there is nothing intermediate (jxera^i)^ 
whereas according to the Peripatetics there is, namely, the 
state of improvement {vpokotI}).” * The diflFerence between 
these two definitions of virtue may be illustrated by a dia- 
gram in which the area of human conduct is represented by 
a quadrangle ABCDi and this quadrangle is divided in the 
middle by a line EF which is equidistant from AB and CD. 

B According to Aristotle, the ex- 

_ tremes AB and CD constitute 
^ • 1 

vices, the mean EF constitutes 
virtue, but the entire area of con- 
duct between AB and EF or between CD and EF is to be 
called neither complete virtue nor complete vice but rather 
the field of progressive virtue or progressive vice, wherein 
one may move dther in the direction of virtue or in the direc- 

* Eih, Nic* II, 6, 1107a, 2-3. 

* Republic X, 619 a; Laws III, 691 c; V, 728 e; VII, 792 c, 

* Cf. above, p. 230, n. 24. 

* Dic^enes, VII, 127, 
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tion of vice. To the Stoics, too, virtue is the line EF, but 
vice to them is not merely the extremes AB and CD but the 
entire area of conduct between AB and EF and between CD 
and EF. Consequently, according to them, any deviation 
from the line on either side is a deviation from virtue into the 
area of vice, there thus being no progressive virtue nor pro- 
gressive vice. 

As a result of their new definition of virtue the Stoics lay 
down three principles with regard to emotion. 

First, as reported in the names of their chief exponents, in 
opposition to the Peripatetics, who found some emotions 
useful, the Stoics argue that none of the emotions are use- 
ful. They particularly try to show that there is nothing good 
or useful in such emotions as anger,® pain,® and pity.^ Anger 
(6py^)y hatred (jxta-os), pity (iKeos), and pain (Xiinj) are all 
described by them as irrational emotions,® without any 
qualification, though in later Stoicism some qualifications 
are made.** To the Stoics, therefore, the wise man is to 
extirpate all his emotions so as to become free of them, 
whereas to the Peripatetics the wise man is not to extirpate 
all his emotions; he is only to indulge in them in moderation.” 

Second, there is no difference of degree of importance be- 
tween the various virtues or various vices. “They hold that 
the goods (i.e., virtues) are equal and that all good is de- 
sirable in the highest degree and admits of no lowering or 
heightening of intensity “ and similarly, “it is one of their 
tenets that sins are all equal ... for if one truth is not more 


5 Cicero, Tusculanae Disputationes IV, 22, 49 fF.; cf. 19, 43. 

^ Ibid.y 23, 51 iF.; cf. 20, 45. 

7 25, 56; cf. 20, 46, 

® Diogenes, VII, iii, 113. 

» Cf. Zeller, III, p. 275, nn. 1-3 {Stoics^ Epicureans and Sceptics^ ^ p. 29, 
nn. 1-3), 

Diogenes, V, 31. 


» Ibid., VII, loi. 
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than another, neither is one falsehood more false than an- 
other, and in the same way one deceit is not more so than 
another, nor sin than sin.” " 

Third, there is no^intermediate class of human beings be- 
tween those who are perfectly virtuous and those who are 
perfecdy vicious. Men are either virtuous or vicious, and 
either of these in an absolute sense, “for, say the Stoics, just 
as a stick must be either straight or crooked, so a man must 
be either just or unjust.” ” 

To all these three points in the Stoic doctrine Philo must 
have found the teachings of Judaism in opposition. 

First, not all the emotions are bad and useless. With re- 
gard to such emotions as anger and hatred and pity and pain 
and their like, there are definite statements that under cer- 
tain conditions they are good and useful. Moses is on many 
occasions said to have become angry.*^ In many a place in 
Scripture the hating of evil is approved of.** The people are 
urged by the Prophet Zechariah to “show mercy and com- 
passion every man to his brother.” Jacob is said to have 
been afraid and distressed.*^ In rabbinic literature, sim- 
ilarly, the moral hero is not he who has extirpated his evil 
yeser, but rather he who has brought it under control.*® The 
same view is also expressed by the rabbis in the story of 
the consequences that followed when for three days the 
evil yeser was imprisoned and was made completely power- 
less.** By the time of Philo, the question whether virtue 
means the extirpation of the emotions or only their control 
seems to have been a subject of discussion among Hellenistic 
Jews who had a knowledge of philosophy. In the Fourth 

« Ibid^ VII, ISO. 'i Ibid., VII, 1S7. 

^ Exod. 16: so; Lev. 10; 16; Num. 31:14 (fipyUrSii). 

*s Amos J: ij; Ps. 45: 8; 97: 10; 139: si; Prov. 13: 5. 

‘«Zech.7:9. M. jIbotIV, i. 

Gen. 3s: 8. »» Yonm 69b. 
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Book of Maccabees this question is the principal topic of 
discussion. Guided by Jewish tradition the author comes out 
in opposition to the Stoics. The question as posed by him is 
whether “the Inspired Reason is the supreme ruler over the 
passions.” ” By passions, as he subsequently explains, he 
does not mean such mental defects as “forgetfulness and 
ignorance” but rather moral defects “that are adverse to 
justice and courage and temperance and prudence,” and the 
view which he upholds is that the action of reason is “not to 
extirpate the passions, but to enable us to resist them suc- 
cessfully.”” The prohibition, according to the Law, not 
to eat the meat of certain animals does not mean that we 
should extirpate any desire for it but rather that we should 
control that desire.” As proof-text he quotes, among 
others,** the case of Moses who “was angered against 
Dathan and Abiram” but “governed his anger by his 
reason.” *^ 

Second, not all sins and virtues are equal. While indeed 
all the laws are to be observed with equal scrupulousness, 
some laws are considered weightier than others. This is im- 
plied in Scripture itself, in the fact that different sacrifices 
are required and different punishments are meted out in 
cases of violation of different laws. In rabbinic literature the 
laws are explicitly described as being either “heavy” or 
“light.” *s Similarly, in the Fourth Book of Maccabees there 
is a reference to a distinction between a “small sin” and, 
by implication, a great sin, or between a “transgression of 
the law” in “small things” and that in “great things,” 

« IV Macc. l: I. “ Hid. 1: 5-6; 3: 1-2. 

” Ibid, i: 34-35. Cf. Sijra, l^edoshim, Pere^ ii, p. 93d: “A man should not say 
‘I have no desire to eat swine’s flesh.’ . . . Nay, he should say ‘I have a desire for 
it, but what can I do sedng that my Father who is in heaven has forbidden me.’ ” 
Ibid. 2: 19-20; 3: 6-16. 

Ibid. 2: 17; 3: 3. 


*s M. Abot n, 1. 
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though in accordance with the teachings of Judaism, it adds, 
both are to be equally avoided.*" The emphasis in this book 
is as much on the distinction between different grades of 
laws as upon their equality with reference to the observance 
of them, and it is therefore not in agreement with the Stoic 
view of the equality of sins, but rather in disagreement 
with it.*’ 

Third, not all men are either perfectly righteous or per- 
fectly wicked. Scripture explicitly asserts that “there is not 
a righteous man upon earth that doeth good and sinneth 
not.” ** Among the rabbis it is held that between the com- 
pletely righteous and the completely wicked there is a 
class of men, described as intermediate {benonim), who are 
neither completely righteous nor completely wicked.*® 

With these traditionally Jewish conceptions of virtue and 
the virtuous men in the back of his mind, Philo starts out on 
his treatment of the philosophic conception of virtue. 

To be^n with, he adopts the Aristotelian definition of 
virtue as a mean. In one place, commenting upon the verse, 
“we will go along the king’s highway, we will not turn aside 
to the right hand nor to the left,” he says that “it is better 
to proceed along the middle road, the road that is truly the 
royal road, seeing that God, the great and only King, laid 
it out a broad and goodly way for virtue-loving souls to keep 
to; hence it is that some of those who followed the mild and 
social form of philosophy have said that virtues are means.” ** 
In another place, where he similarly reproduces the definition 

^ IV Macc, 5: 19-20 (18-19); cf, M* Ahot II, i; Jer. J^iddushin 1 , 7, 6ib. 

Cf. Townslxend’s note on IV Macc. 5: 20 in Charles’s Apocrypha and Pseude^ 
pv^rapha 0} the Old I'estament, where he tries to show that these verses in IV Macc. 
reflect the Stoic view as to the equality of sins. 

** Eccles. 7; 20; cf. I Kings 8; 46; II Chron. 6; 36. 

Berakot 6ib; Rosh ha-Shanah i6b. 

Exod. 20: 17, 

** Migr» 26, 146-147. 
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of virtue as a mean, he adds the Aristotelian statement to 
the effect that “deviations in either direction, whether of 
excess or of deficiency, whether they tend to strain or to 
laxity, are in fault.” 3* The implication of the Aristotelian 
conception of virtue as a mean is also to be discerned in the 
lesson which he derives from the verse, “Behold I rain upon 
you bread out of heaven, and the people shall go out and 
they shall gather the day’s portion for a day, that I may 
prove them whether they will walk in My law or not.”^’ This 
lesson is stated in the form of an apostrophe to the soul. 
“ Gather together, therefore, O soul, what is sufficient of it- 
self and what is suitable, and ndther more than sufficient so 
as to be excessive, nor on the other hand less so as to fall 
short, that dealing in just measures thou mayest do no 
injustice.” In two other places, he tries to show, in con- 
formity with Aristotle’s definition of virtue, and more 
especially with his statement that “the law is the mean,” ** 
that the practical virtues or the laws taught by Moses are 
themselves means. First, speaking of the dietary laws, he 
says: “He approved neither of rigorous austerity, like the 
Spartan legislator, nor of dainty living, like him who in- 
troduced the lonians and Sybarites to luxurious and voluptu- 
ous practices. Instead he opened up a path midway between 
the two.” Second, commenting on the verse, “Ye shall 
not add unto the word which I command you, neither shall 
ye take from it,” 3 ^ he explains this injunction on the ground 
that “each of the virtues is free from all deficiency and is 
complete, deriving its perfection from itself, so that if there 
be any adding or taking away, its whole being is changed and 
transformed into the opposite condition.” 3* The implica- 

» Immut. 34, 162; cf. 35, 164. 3s Politica III, 16, ia87b,4-5. 

3 J Exod. 16:4; cf. Leg. AH. Ill, 56, 162. ** Spec. IV, 17, 102. 

3 * Leg. AH. Ill, 57, 165. 3 » Deut 4: 2; 13: i (12: 32). »» Spec. IV, 27, 144. 
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tion is that the Law is a mean between opposites. So also in 
the Letter of Aristeas, the elders selected by the high priest 
as translators of the books of the Law are praised in that 
“they espoused the middle course — and this is always the 
best course to pursue.” 

But having aligned himself with Aristotle in his definition 
of virtue as a mean, he becomes conscious of the traditional 
Jewish view, which he himself has restated elsewhere, that 
certain individuals, by the free grace of God, were virtuous 
by birth. He is thus compelled to admit that there may be 
some truth also in the Stoic definition of virtue, inasmuch as 
for the few favored perfectly righteous persons virtue would 
mean the complete extirpation of the emotions. Accord- 
ingly he stages a debate on the question as to what consti- 
tutes virtue, with Aaron and Moses as the exponents of the 
two opposite views. Aaron is the exponent of the Aristotelian 
view, who believes in the control of emotions, and therefore 
with regard to his emotion of irascibility “he cures and 
controls it, first by reason, that being driven by an excellent 
charioteer it may not get restive; next by the virtues of 
speech, distinctness, and truth.” Moses, on the other 
hand, is the exponent of the Stoic view, who “thinks that 
it is necessary completely to extirpate and eradicate anger 
from the soul, for he is contented not with a moderation of 
emotion but rather with a complete absence of emotion.” 
But as for his own view on the subject, Philo considers com- 
plete exemption of emotions to be possible only for a wise 
man like Moses who by special grace of God was endowed 
with “a share of surpassing excellence, even the power to 

» Attsfceas, loa. 

^ Cf. above, 1 , 450 ff, 

Lfig. AIL III, 44, ia8. 

lUd^ 129. Cf. Heinemann, l^Ulos Wcrke^ and Colson, ad loc. 
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cut out the emotions,” for Moses is one of those individ- 
uals who receive virtue “as a gift from God without any 
toil or difficulty.” ** For the majority of men, who like 
Aaron make only gradual progress, virtue consists in the 
moderation of emotion."'* 

For the majority of mankind, then, according to Philo, 
the cure for the emotions is not their extirpation but rather 
their control and moderation. Moreover, he argues, an 
emotion when controlled by reason becomes transformed into 
a virtue, to which he gives the special name of eupathy 
{tiiir&Seia) or a good emotional state. Now the term eupathy 
is of Stoic origin; Philo uses it, however, in a new sense. To 
the Stoics, to whom virtue consists in complete freedom from 
emotion or, as they call it, apathy, the term eupathy is used 
only as a description of certain emotions, such as joy 
caution (e^XAiSeia), and wishing (jSoiXijvis), which they con- 
cede to be of a rational nature (eCXoYos)."'® While these 
eupathies, to them, are not pure emotions, for pure emotions 
by definition are the cause of “instability” (dKOTaa-rao-lo),^ 
whereas eupathies are equable states (constantiae) of the 
soul,^® still they are not virtues, for virtue by definition con- 
sists in complete apathy. They are to them something 
between pure emotions and virtues. Philo goes further than 
that. Any emotion that is controlled by reason is a virtue 
and therefore the Stoic eupathies will according to him be 
virtues. He therefore very often uses the terms “virtue and 
eupathy” or “eupathy and virtue” as if they were synony- 
mous.'"’ In one place, evidently reflecting Aristotle’s differ- 

« Hid. Ill, 45, 13 1. 

« Ildd. Ill, 46, 135; cf. above, pp. 450 f. Dic^enes, VII, 116. 

« Hid. Ill, 45, 13a. « Hid., VII, no. 

Cicero, 1 'useulanae Disputationes IV, 6, 14. 

« Leg. All. Ill, 7, as; Sacr. 31, 103; Affjr- 39 j ^19! 36, 204; Proem, ay, 160. 
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entiation of virtue from emotion in that the former in- 
volves choice (irpoaipevts),®* he says that “the Passover is,” 
that is to say, the attainment of virtue takes place,®* “when 
the soul studies to unlearn irrational emotion and of its 
own free will (iKovaUas) experiences rational eupathy (eCXo- 
yoy ^Tchdeiav)” Here then he has restated Aristotle’s 
definition of virtue, the chief characteristic of which is that 
it is an act of choice or free will, by identifying the term 
virtue with the Stoic term eupathy. When, therefore, he 
says in another place that “we extol those philosophers who 
declare that virtue is eupathy,”®® the reference is undoubt- 
edly not to the Stoics, who have never identified virtue with 
eupathy, but rather to the Aristotelians, whose definition of 
virtue Philo himself has rewritten in terms of eupathy.®'* 

Then, actuated again by Jewish traditional teachings, he 
aligns himself with the Peripatetics as against the Stoics in 
regarding some emotions as good and useful. He thus 
speaks with approval of “righteous anger” {bpyii SiKaia)®® 
and of the “severe anger against men-stealers.” s® Similarly, 
pity (?X£os) is considered by him a virtue and a quality of 
the wise.s7 And so also he approves of the hatred of evil 

SO Eth, Nic, II, 5, iio6a, 2-4. 

s* See Philo's allegorical interpretation of the Passover in Sacr, 17, 63; "For 
we are bidden to keep the Passover which is the passage from the life of passions 
to the practice of virtue.” 

s* Heres 40, 192. 

S3 MuL 31, 167. 

s 4 Cf. Colson ad loc. (V, 591); "Who are the philosophers alluded to? Hardly 
the Stoics. ... I can hardly think, however, that he speaks without authority.” 
My (hscussion of Philo's treatment of the term eupathy here will explain this state- 
ment, unless some literary source is discovered, and if such happens, I dare say it 
will be a Peripatetic source. 

ss Fug, 17, 90; Somn, I, 15, 91; II, i, 7. Cf- Aristotle, Eih, Nic, IV, 5, 1125b, 
31-32: "The man who is angry at the right things and with the right people, and, 
further, as he ought, when he ought, and as long as he ought, is praised.” 

^ Spec, IV, 4, 14. 

« Sacr, 37, 121. 
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{nuroTTovtipla),^^ an emotion which Chrysippus explicitly de- 
clares to have no existence in the experience of any good 
man.s» In speaking of the ideal legislator as represented by 
Moses, he finds that his chief characteristics are “love of 
humanity, love of justice, love of goodness, and hatred of 
evil,” and of the ideal magistrates to be appointed by a 
king he says that one of their chief qualifications should be 
their hatred of arrogance as a thing pernicious and utterly 
evil.®* 

Then also, in conformity with Jewish tradition, not all 
vices and not all virtues are of an equal degree of importance. 
Using the same descriptive terms, light (Jcal) and heavy 
(Jiamur),^ that are used by the rabbis, he speaks of sin 
(d/iipT?;jua) as being either lighter (Kov4>6Tepov) or heavier 
(fiapirepov).^^ Similarly with regard to virtues, he describes 
some of them, like piety (fixriPaa) and holiness (daidnjs), as 
great virtues OueydXoi aperal),^* and piety and holiness, as 
well as faith and justice, are described as the queen OSoviXfe) 
or the leader (fiytiwHs) or the chief (2?apxos) of the virtues.*® 
That he considers virtues as differing in importance, and that 
like Aristotle and in opposition to the Stoics he considers the 
middle course as a virtue, may be also gathered from his 
statement that, according to Scripture, rewards are offered 
“for the acquisition of virtue, and to those who cannot 
reach the highest virtues, even the acquisition of the mid- 
dle ones (t&v is serviceable.” ** 

s* Mos. II, a, 9; Spec, 1 , 9, 55. Mos, II, a, 9. 

59 Plutarch, Be Stoicorum Repugnaniiis 2$. Spec, IV, 33, 170, 

M, Yoma VIII, 8, 

^3 Sacr, 13, 54; Muf, 42, 241, 243; Spec. Ill, ii, 64, Cf. the expression **one of 
these least commandments” in Matt. 5; 19. 

P/anf. 8, 35. 

28, 122; 5, 27; Becal. 23, 119; Spec, IV, 25, 135; 27, 147; Proem, 

9, 53; cf. above, pp. 214, 220. 

^ Agr. 27, 1 21. 
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Finally, the majority of men to whom, according to Philo, 
virtue does not mean the extirpation of emotion, but rather 
its control, constitute a class of people who are not per- 
fectly righteous nor perfectly wicked, for, reechoing a fun- 
damental Jewish view, he maintains “absolute sinlessness 
belongs to God alone, or possibly to a divine man.” Be- 
tween the “virtuous” (ffTovSaios) or “perfect” (riKeios) man 
and the “wicked ” (<l)av\os) man there is the man whom, like 
the rabbis, Philo describes as “the intermediate man (6 
ixiffos), the man who is neither wicked nor virtuous,” and 
“quite naturally, then,” he adds, “does God address the 
recommendations and exhortations before us to the earthly 
mind which is neither wicked nor virtuous but intermedi- 
ate.” ** Another reference to the “intermediate” is to be 
found in a passage in which he says that between the wise 
{ffo<j>oL) and the bad {mKol) there are the practicers {ikcrKriTal) 
of virtue, who are described by him as being “on the bound- 
ary (fiedSpm) between two extremities.” In another pas- 
sage, speaking of “sin” rather than of “sinners,” he applies 
the term “intermediate” to sin committed unintentionally 
and compares this term “intermediate” with the Stoic 
term “indifferent.” “As to sin intentionally,” he says, 
“is unjust, so to sin unintentionally and out of ignorance is 
not at once justifiable, but perhaps it is something on the 
boundary (jjx 96 piov) between the two, that is, between 
righteousness and unrighteousness, and is what some per- 
sons call indifferent (iSii^opov), for no sin can be an act of 
righteousness.” The comparison between unintentional 

Virt. 33, 177; cf. above, p. 256. 

« Leg. All. 1 , 30, 93. 

«irf., 95 . 

Somn. 1 , 23, 151-152. 

^ Cf. Amim, III, 1 17-123. 

” Fragmenta, Richter, VI, 205-206 (M, II, 651). 
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sin described by him as “intermediate” and what the Stoics 
call “indifferent,” it may be remarked, is only in so far as 
the Stoic “indifferent” is also ddined as “those things 
which are between virtue and vice.” The Stoics, how- 
ever, do not mean to imply by this definition that there is 
an intermediate class of human beings who are neither per- 
fectly virtuous nor perfectly vicious. 

VI. The Reward of Virtue 

The problem of virtue and its reward presents itself in 
Greek philosophy and in Judaism after the same pattern. 
In both of them, it is assumed that in man there is a con- 
tinuous struggle between two motive forces. In philosophy 
these forces are called emotion and reason; in Judaism they 
are called the evil imagination {jeser ra\ yeser ha-ra') and 
the good imagination {yeser tob). In both of them, man is 
told what force is best for him to follow. In philosophy, he 
is told to follow reason; in Judaism, he is told to follow 
the good imagination. But why should man follow reason 
or the good imagination with all its demand for self-restraint 
and self-denial ? To this both philosophy and Judaism give 
the same answer. In philosophy, it is promised that a life 
of virtue in accordance with reason will be rewarded by 
happiness, whereas a life of vice in accordance with the 
emotion will be punished by unhappiness, for “virtuous 
activities are what determine happiness, and the opposite 
activities its opposite.” * In Judaism, it is similarly promised 
that life in obedience to the Law will be rewarded by bless- 
ings, whereas life in disobedience to the Law will be punished 
by curses, for “Behold, I set before you this day a blessing 

w Stobaeus, Eclogae II, p- 79, 11 . 14-15 (Arnim, III, 118, p, 28, 1 . 26), 


* Eth, Nic.i 1 , 10, iioohy 9-1 1, 
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and a curse; a blessing, if you obey the commandments of 
the Lord your God . . . and a curse, if you will not obey the 
commandments of the Lord your God,” * 

But philosophers were quite fully aware of the common 
complaint of mankind that “injustice pays better than 
justice, for the most part,” * and Plato quotes the complaint 
of religious-minded Greeks that “the gods themselves as- 
sign to many good men misfortunes and an evil life, but to 
their opposites a contrary lot.” * Similarly, Scripture and 
rabbis were aware of the fact that not all those who are 
obedient receive the promised blessings and not all those who 
are disobedient receive the threatened curses, and the 
question is therefore raised, “Wherefore boldest Thou thy 
tongue when the wicked devoureth the man that is more 
righteous than he?” * and “Wherefore doth the way of the 
wicked prosper?” ^ In post-biblical Judaism the problem is 
stated in the form of the question: “Why is there a righteous 
man who fares well and another righteous man who fares 
badly, and why is there a wicked man who fares well and 
another wicked man who fares badly?” ’’ 

Many answers are given to the question of the suffering 
of the righteous and the prosperity of the wicked, but the 
main answers fall into four groups. 

First, no really righteous man will suffer and no really 
wicked man will prosper. If a righteous man appears to us 
to suffer, it is because of some sin of his which is unknown to 
us, and similarly, if some wicked man appears to us to 
prosper, it is because of some meritorious deeds of his which 
are unknown to us. Among philosophers, Plato declares that 
“the friend of the gods may be supposed to receive from 


* Deut. 47: 26~a8. 

5 Republic 11 ^ 2/^^ A, 
< IInd,y 364 B. 


* Hab. i; 13. 
® Jer. 12: i, 
f Berakot*j?L, 
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them all things at their best, excepting only such evil as is 
the necessary consequence of former sins,” * and in Judaism 
a rabbi similarly declares that “the righteous who fares 
badly is one who is not perfect in his righteousness ” and that 
the “wicked who fares well is one who is not wicked through- 
out.” » 

Second, no real evil will befall the righteous nor will real 
good come to the wicked. Real evil and real good are not 
those of the body in life but those of the soul after death, and 
even in life, what appears to be evil may be a prelude to 
something good. Plato expresses this view in his statement 
that even when the just man is “in poverty or sickness, or 
any other seeming misfortune, all things will in the end work 
together for good to him in life and death” “ and especially 
certain is he of “the recompenses which await both just and 
unjust after death.” “ Among the Stoics, the evil which 
befalls the righteous is itself sometimes said to serve some 
good purpose, for “these things which you call hardships, 
which you call adversities and accursed are ... for the good 
of the persons themselves to whom they come.” “ The 
rabbis similarly declare that the real reward of the righteous 
and the real punishment of the wicked are in the world to 
come and, as for the evils in this world, they say that 
“whatever the Merciful does is for a good purpose.” 

Third, sometimes the evil which God brings upon the 
righteous is merely for the purpose of trying and testing 
them. Seneca declares that God “does not make a spoiled 
pet of a good man; He tests him, hardens him, and fits him 
for His own service,” and that “the gods follow the same 

* Republic X, 613 A. ” Seneca, De Rromdentia III, i. 

5 Berakot 7a. ^danit iia; J^iddushin 39b; 40b. 

*0 Republic X, 613 A. Berakot 60b. 

“ Ibid,^ 614 A. T>e Providentia I, 6. 
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rule that teachers follow with their pupils; they require most 
effort from those of whom they have the surest hopes. Do 
you imagine that the Lacedaemonians hate their children 
when they test their mettle by lashing them in public ? ” ** 
So also the rabbis, commenting upon the verse “The Lord 
trieth the righteous,” say: “A potter does not test defec- 
tive vessels, for he cannot give them a single blow without 
breaking them. What kind of vessels does he test? Good 
vessels, for however many blows he gives them, they are 
not broken. Similarly the Holy One, blessed be He, does 
not test the wicked but only the righteous. . . . When a 
flax-worker knows that his flax is of good quality, the more 
he beats it the more it improves and the more it glistens, 
but when he knows that it is of inferior quality he cannot 
give it one knock without its splitting. Similarly the Holy 
One, blessed be He, does not test the wicked but only the 
righteous.” ** The analogy of father and son as an explana- 
tion of the seemingly unmerited suffering of the righteous 
occurs in Scripture in the verses “and thou shalt consider 
in thy heart, that, as a man chasteneth his son, so the Lord 
thy God chasteneth thee” ” and “for whom the Lord loveth 
He corrected!, even as a father the son in whom he de- 
lighteth.” " 

Fourth, sometimes the righteous suffer not for their own 
sins but for those of their ancestors, and similarly sometimes 
the wicked prosper for the meritorious deeds of their an- 
cestors. Seneca declares, with reference to the prosperity 
of the wicked, that “some people are treated [by the gods] 
with greater indulgence because of their parents and an- 
cestors, others because of their grandchildren and great- 


>* au. IV, II. 

Ps. II! J. 

** Genesis Rabbah 32, 3. 


Deut. 8: 5. 
*0 Prov, 3: 12. 
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grandchildren and the long line of their descendants, whose 
qualities are as yet unrevealed.” " The rabbis declare that 
“the righteous who fares badly is a righteous man who is 
the son of a wicked man” and “the wicked who fares well 
is a wicked man who is the son of a righteous man ” “ and 
also that “a son can make his father acquire merit.” 

All these justifications of God’s dealings with the righteous 
and the wicked imply a belief in individual providence. 
Now in Judaism such a belief was compatible with its con- 
ception of God, for its conception of Him was that of a 
miracle-working God who is not bound by the laws of 
nature which He himself has implanted in the world. It 
was also compatible with the conception of the gods in Greek 
popular religion, who were endowed with human emotions 
as well as with human qualities. But the god of Plato and 
of the Stoics as conceived in their respective philosophies 
could not exerdse individual providence in the world. He 
was a god who could not deviate from certain inexorable 
laws of nature. If they wished at all to attribute to him provi- 
dence, it had to be a universal providence, a providence that 
extends only to the species. They could all say, as indeed 
the Stoics did say, that “the gods attend to great matters; 
they neglect small ones.” If they do speak of divine 
providence as if it were individual divine providence and 
try to find explanations for certain deviation from such 
individual divine providence, they do not speak as philoso- 
phers from their own philosophic premises but rather as 
statesmen and citizens who believed in the need of bolstering 

** De Beneficiis IV, 3a, i. 

^ Berdkot*]?^ 

*3 Sanhedrin 104a; cf. S. Schechter, Some Aspects of Rabbinic ^heolo^y pp. 196- 
197. 

Cicero, T>e Natura Deorum II, 66, 167; cf. Ill, 35, 86; Plutarch, De Stoicorum 
Repugnanttis 37, a. 
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up popular religion as a valuable sanction for right conduct. 
Aristotle who kept his philosophy apart from his good 
citizenship does not commit himself philosophically to in- 
dividual providence. He cautiously says that “if the gods 
have any care for human affairs, as they are thought to 
have, it would be reasonable both that they would delight in 
that which was best and most akin to them (i.e., reason) and 
that they should reward those who love and honor this most, 
as caring for things that are dear for them and acting both 
rightly and nobly.” ** 

To Greek philosophers, then, because of their disbelief in 
individual providence, there was no problem of divine justice, 
and hence to them there was no need for any theories as to 
its vindication. It happens, however, that all of them were 
interested not only in what they called speculative philosophy 
but also in practical philosophy, and in practical philosophy, 
which was to deal with both society and the individual, they 
were concerned with the problem of how to maintain order 
in society and also how to make men shun evil and pursue 
good. Now, for the great mass of men who were still un- 
shaken in their inherited beliefs, these philosophers felt they 
could justifiably invoke the help of certain notions of popular 
reli^on, even though they themselves did not believe in 
them, and this they did quite profusely. But at the same 
time they also realized that there were many men, who, 
though not professional philosophers, had already been 
deeply affected by the teaching of philosophy, and these 
could not be expected to relish the pap of popular religion 
handed out by the philosophers for the consumption of the 
masses. For such men, they must have felt, the only deter- 
rent from evil that was thus left was the fear of being pun- 
ished by the laws of the state, and the only incentive for 

“s Eth. Nic. X, 8, 1179a, 24-29. 
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good was the hope of being rewarded by some of the various 
kinds of external goods. As philosophers, however, they knew 
full well that mere fear of punishment and hope of reward 
were not strong enough motives to assure right conduct, for 
the motives of fear and hope, they could not help feeling, 
would only invite each man to take a chance on his own 
calculation as to whether any action contemplated by him 
would be more likely to bring punishment or to bring re- 
ward. As philosophers, too, they felt that it was a part of 
their business to provide mankind with some universal 
principle of guidance; but here, again, on the basis of their 
own philosophy, the only principle of guidance they could 
provide mankind with was the practical advice that it was 
for each man to take care not to be caught, if he has com- 
mitted a punishable crime, and not to be overlooked, if he 
has done something for which there is a reward. The prob- 
lem for Greek philosophers, therefore, was to find some uni- 
versal principle of guidance more effective than the individual 
calculation of each man as to the outcome of any contem- 
plated action of his, and more lofty than advice for the need 
of precaution on the part of each man against the possibility 
of being caught or of being overlooked. 

The solution offered by them for this problem is to be 
found in their common advice that virtue is to be practiced 
for its own sake. Plato suggests it in his statement that 
“justice in itself is the best thing for the soul itself”;®* 
Aristotle restates it in more general terms when he says that 
“to do noble and virtuous deeds is a thing worthy of choice 
for its own sake”; and the Stoics formulate it as a general 
principle that “virtue is worthy of choice for its own sake.” ** 

a® Republic X, 612 b; cf. ^heaetetus 176 b 30 F. 

Eth, Nic, X, 6, 1176b, 8-9. 

** Diogenes, VII, 89, 127. 
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that only “if thou hast done the words of the Law for their 
own sake will they be life unto thee.” But with the rabbis 
this advice has a different meaning than with the philoso- 
phers. With their belief in individual providence and divine 
justice, no righteous deed can go unrewarded, even though 
occasionally, as in the case of those who are not perfectly 
righteous, the reward for some righteous deeds may be over- 
whelmed by the punishment for some wicked deeds, and 
sometimes also, even in the case of the perfectly righteous, 
the reward for some righteous deed may be of such a nature 
that it is not evident to the eye. What then do the rabbis 
mean by saying that man should not serve God in expecta- 
tion of receiving a reward? They certainly cannot mean 
thereby that the service of God might not bring any reward 
at all. Quite obviously what they mean thereby is that, even 
though a reward, in some form, is sure to come, still one 
should not serve God in expectation of any reward. Un- 
derlying this advice is evidently the belief that rewards are 
distributed by God according to the principle of justice, 
and that therefore rewards are to be proportionate to the 
number of good deeds done and to the manner in which they 
are done. “All is according to the amount of the work,” 
say the rabbis, and also “greater is he who does the com- 
mandments of God out of love than he who does them out 
of fear.” The service of God out of love, then, is of a 
higher quality than the service of God out of fear and will 
therefore bring a greater reward. Now the opposite of serv- 
ing God out of love is not only to serve Him out of fear, as 
in the passage quoted, but also to serve Him in expectation 

» Sifre Dm. § 306, F, p. 131b; HF, p. 338; cf. ta'anit 7a; Pesiita Zutorta on 
Deut. 32: 2. 

3 * M. Ahot III, 15. This is the meaning of the statement according to one of 
its traditional interpretations. Cf, Commentary of Bertinoro ad loc, 

33 Sota^iz. 
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of a reward. Thus in another passage, which expresses the 
same sentiment, the rabbis, commenting upon the scriptural 
words “to love the Lord your God,” derive therefrom the 
lesson that “whatever you do should be done by you only 
out of love” and that consequently one should not say “I 
will study the Torah in order that I may . . . acquire a re- 
ward in the world to come.” In the light of all this, then, 
when the rabbis urge men to serve God without the expec- 
tation of a reward, they merely mean to emphasize the 
principle that one is to serve God out of love, and this not 
because of any doubt as to whether a reward will be forth- 
coming but because the service of God out of love is in- 
trinsically the highest kind of service. 

These two traditions, the philosophic and the Jewish, are 
combined in Philo in his treatment of the same problem. 
The continuous conflict that goes on within man between 
good and evil is usually described by him in philosophic 
language as a conflict between the irrational soul and the 
rational soul or between emotion and reason.*’^ But it is 
also described by him in the traditional language of Judaism 
as a conflict between the evil yeser and the good yeser. Ex- 
plaining the symbolism of Isaac as the father of twins, he 
says; “For the soul of every man from the first, as soon as 
he is born, bears in its womb twins, namely, good and evil, 
having the image (<j>avTafftov(j.&r}) of both of them.” ** The 
expression “having the image of both of them ” undoubtedly 
reflects the Hebrew terms “good yeser” and “evil yeser,” for 
“imagination” (^arrao-k) is a good rendering of yeser, even 
though it is not used as such in the Septuagint. Moreover, 

34 Deut. II : 13. 

35 Sifre DeuL § 41, HF, p. 87; cf. F, p. 80a. 

Cf. Spec. IV, 33, 133-24, 13S; Opif. 46, 134; Leg. All. 1 , 13, 31. 

37 Cf. below, n. 43. 

3 « IPraem. ii, 63; cf. IV, Macc. 2: 21-23. 
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his statement that the soul of man has this image “from 
the first, as soon as he is bom” undoubtedly reflects the 
verse saying that “they<ff(fr-of-the-heart {h&voia) of man is 
studiously bent upon evils from his youth ” and also the 
traditional Jewish interpretation of the verse “ God formed 
man of the dust of the ground, and breathed upon his face a 
breath of life” as meaning that God formed man with 
the two yesarim, the good and the evil/* Philo himself, in 
his direct comment on this last-quoted verse, expresses the 
same view in philosophic language by saying that the man 
whose creation is described in this verse, unlike the man 
whose creation is described in a previous verse,** is of a 

39 Gen. 8; ai (LXX), quoted by Philo in Hcres 59, 296. I take the Greek SL&voia 
in this verse to represent the Hebrew aV aar just as the Greek Siapoeir ai (Gen. 6; 5) 
and b> 0 {}fi 7 fna (I Chron. a8: 9) and Si 6 jfoia (I Chron. 29; 18) represent the Hebrew 
ma»no it, I do not think that Schleusner, in his Lexicon in LXXXy and Hatch 
and Redpath, in their Concordance of the Septuaginty are right in taking the Hebrew 

in this verse to be represented by the Greek verb ijneirai. In Deut. 31: 2i, the 
Septua^nt translates the Hebrew by roj^pfa, indicating that it has taken this 
term there in the sense of aril ye^er (as the term is so also used in this specific sense 
in M, Ahot IV, i). In Sirach 15: 14, the Hebrew ye^er is reflected in the Greek 

Evidently it was as difficult to find an exact equivalent of ye^er in Greek as it 
is in modern languages. Literally the term means “formation,” whence “the for- 
mation of images or thoughts,” “device,” “design,” “desire,” “bent of mind,” 
“inclination,” “impulse.” Of mediaeval Jewish authors, Saadia in his Arabic 
version of the Pentateuch translates in Gen. 6; 5 and 8: 21 by Ratify probably 
in the sense of “imagination” (see my study on “The Internal Senses in Latin, 
Arabic, and Hebrew Philosophic Texts,” Harvard theological Review y 28 (1935) > 
p. 106). As “imagination” (fikry see again my study, op, cit,y pp. 91-92; l^tir) it 
is also translated by Ibn Janah in his Hebrew- Arabic Lexicon Sefer ha^Shorashimy 
s,v, Ibn Ezra in his Commentary on the Pentateuch (Gen. 8: 2i) explains it by 
toladahy “nature,” “inborn quality,” “disposition.” Kimbi in his Hebrew Lesdcon 
defer ha^Shorashimy s,v,y explains it hytdawahy “desire,” ra*yony “ thought,” “imagi- 
nation” (see my study as above, op , «/,, pp. 130-132). 

On theyrf^r in general, see Strack and Billerbeck, “Exkurs: Der gute und bose 
Trieb,” in their Kommentar zum Neuen t tstament aus t almud und Midrashy IV, 
pp. 466-483; Schechtcr, Some Aspects of Rabbinic theologyy pp. 242-292; Moore, 
Judaismy 1 , 479-486. 
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double nature, consisting of an earthlike soul which is the 
seat of desire and the other irrational emotions and a spiritual 
soul which is the seat of reason acting as a restraint upon the 
emotions/* So also in the Letter of Aristeas this same verse 
is rephrased in philosophic language to read: “All men are 
by nature intemperate and inclined to pleasure.” ** Men 
are therefore urged by Philo, in the language of philosophy, 
to follow reason and virtue and, in the language of Scrip- 
ture, to obey the commandments of the Lord their God, and 
as a reward for such a life of reason and virtue and obedience 
of the commandments he promises, in the language of philoso- 
phy, happiness and, in the language of Scripture, blessings. 
In a special treatise he describes the “blessings” and 
“curses,” or the rewards and punishments, which Scrip- 
ture holds out to each according to his desert, “as affecting 
individual men, families, cities, countries and nations, and 
vast regions of the earth.” ■*’ 

But, like Scripture and philosophy, Philo was troubled 
by the question of the suffering of the righteous and the 
prosperity of the wicked. In his treatise on Providence, he 
is asked by Alexander: “Are you alone ignorant that to 
the worst and vilest of men good things in abundance 
come crowding in, wealth, high repute, honors paid to 
them by the masses, authority . . . while those who love 
and practice wisdom and every kind of virtue are, I may 
almost say, all of them poor, obscure, of little repute and in 
humble position ? ” 

The answers ^ven by Philo are like those common to 

« Spec. IV, 44, 123; cf. Opif. 46, 134; Leg. All. I, I 4 , 31. 

^ Aristeas, 277; cf. 108, 222, Praem. 14, 79; 20, 126. 

« Cf. above, pp. 165 ff. 47 Jhid. i, 7. 

4* PrtmL 2, 1 (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica VIII, 14, 386b; Aucher, II, 3). 
With the treatment of the subject here, cf. P. Barth, “Die stoische Theodizee bd 
Philo,’* PMlosopMsche Aihan^ungen. Max Heinze • • • gmidmety 1906, 14-33. 
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philosophers and rabbis. In these answers he sometimes 
deals only with the suffering of the righteous and sometimes 
he deals only with the prosperity of the wicked, but in 
each case one may apply the same reasoning to the opposite 
case. 

First, if some righteous men suffer, it is because they are 
not really perfect in their righteousness. “It does not fol- 
low,” he says, “if certain persons are considered good by us, 
they are so in reality, for God judges by standards more ac- 
curate than any which the human mind employs.” 

Second, the good which befalls the wicked is not the real 
good. “Mayest thou never be so led astray from the truth 
as to think that happiness is the lot of any of the wicked 
though he excel Croesus in wealth, Lynceus in keen sight, 
Milo of Crotona in muscular strength and Ganymede in 
beauty,” for when you have attained to a closer concep- 
tion of the true and only good, you will laugh at those 
things which you have for some time admired,®* for of these 
things “none ranks of itself in the sight of God as a good.” 

In these particular passages he speaks of real good as the 
good of the soul in this world, but elsewhere, as we know, 
he also speaks of the real good of the soul after death as well 
as the real evil of the soul after death.®* 

Third, the suffering of the righteous may come from God 
as a trial or test. Drawing upon the verses “and it shall 
come to pass, because ye hearken to these ordinances . . . 
the Lord will take away from thee all sickness,” ®* he first 
says: “He promises that those who take pains to cultivate 

49 Prodd, 2, 54 (Eusebius, op. cit.y 396b; Aucher, 11 , loa). 

5® Ibid, 2, 7 (Eusebius, op, cit,, 387a; Aucher, II, 16)* 

Ibid, 2, 9 (Eusebius, op, cit,, 387c; Aucher, II, 17), 

Ibid, 2, 10 (Eusebius, op, ciL, 387d; Aucher, II, 22). 

« Cf. above, I, 406 ff. 

« Deut. 7; 12, 15. 
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virtue and set the laws before them . . . will receive as well 
the gift of complete freedom from disease”; but then adds: 
“And if some infirmity should befall them it will come not 
to do them injury but to remind the mortal that he is mortal, 
to humble his over-weening spirit and to improve his moral 
condition.” s® The analogy of father and son which Scrip- 
ture and Stoics use as an explanation for the seemingly 
unmerited sufiFering of the righteous is used by Philo as an 
explanation of the seemingly unmerited prosperity of the 
wicked. “Just as parents do not lose thought of their 
wastrel children . . . and often too they lavish their kind- 
ness on the wastrel more than on the well behaved ... so 
God also . . . takes thought even for those who live a mis- 
spent life, thereby gjving them time for reformation and 
also keeping within the botmds of His merciful nature.” ** 
Fourth, while in his discussion of divine providence Philo 
does not mention the fact that the wicked are sometimes 
dealt with kindly by God for the sake of the merit of their 
ancestors, we know that in several places of his writings he 
discusses this characteristically Jewish doctrine.®^ 

In the course of his discussion of divine providence, Philo 
also says that individuals may sometimes suffer undeservedly 
because God’s “care is for the whole human race” or “for 
the whole world,” for “Providence or forethought is con- 
tented with paying regard to things in the world of the most 
importance, just as in kingdoms and commands of army it 
pays regard to the cities and troops, not to some chance in- 
dividual of the obscure and insignificant kind.” Super- 
ficially this statement would seem to be nothing but a 

» Proem, 20, 119. 

^ Promd, 2, 4-6 (Eusebius, op, cit,^ 387a; Aucher, II, 15). 

57 Cf. above, 1 , 454 f,, and below, p. 413. 

s* Prooid, 2, 44 (Eusebius, op, cit,y 394c-d; Aucher, II, 99). 

Ihid, 2, 54 (Eusebius, op, cit,y 396b-c; Aucher, II, 102). 
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restatement of the Stoic doctrine quoted above that “the 
gods attend to great matters; they neglect the small ones.” 
But Philo could not have meant by it the same as the 
Stoics. The Stoics meant by it to deny individual providence 
and to assert that what they call providence is merely the 
uniformity and unity and continuity and immutability of 
the universal laws of nature. Philo, however, did believe in 
individual providence. This is indirectly implied in his be- 
lief in miracles, which to him means that God may upset the 
universal laws of nature out of his care for certain favored 
individuals,**® and it is directly expressed in his statement 
that God “guides and controls the universe by the law and 
right of an absolute sway, having a providential regard not 
only tor those which are of greater importance, but also 
for those which appear to be of less importance.” Now, 
if as he says in this last-quoted statement that God’s prov- 
idential regard is not only for things which are “of greater 
importance” but also for things which are “of less impor- 
tance,” he certainly could not mean by his previously quoted 
statement what it would superficially seem to mean, namely, 
that God sometimes actually neglects the individual because 
of this primary concern “for the whole human race” or 
“for the whole world” or for things “of the most impor- 
tance.” What he really means by this previously quoted 
statement is this: Providence is both universal and individ- 
ual. Universal providence means the operation of the laws 
of nature. Individual providence includes among other 
things, the miraculous suspension of the laws of nature by 
God for the benefit of some individual. Such a miraculous 
intervention on the part of God in the order of nature, how- 
ever, takes place only in the case of individuals who are 
especially deserving of it. If they are not deserving of it, the 
Cf. above, 1 , 347 S. ** Migr. 33, 186. 
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laws of nature are left undisturbed. It is in this sense that 
Philo says in the previously quoted statement, that individ- 
uals who are not deserving of a miraculous intervention on 
the part of God in their behalf may sometimes suffer un- 
deservedly by the operations of the laws of nature, inasmuch 
as in their case God’s direct care is “for the whole human 
race” or “for the whole world” or for things “of the most 
importance.” Philo’s belief in individual providence, but 
his belief also that divine providence acts in accordance with 
justice and in accordance with the deserts of man, is clearly 
brought out in the following statement; “It is not possible 
with Grod that a wicked man should lose his good reward 
for a single good thing which he may have done among a 
great number of evil actions; nor, on the other hand, that a 
good man should escape punishment, and not suffer it, if 
among many good actions he has done wickedly in any- 
thing.” This reflects a view similar to that expressed by 
rabbis in such statements as “ the Holy One, blessed be He, 
does not withhold the reward of any creature” * ** and “he 
who says that the Holy One, blessed be He, overlooks any 
sins of man ought to forfeit his right to the protection of his 
life by law.” 

Like the philosophers, Philo also urges men to practice 
virtue for its own sake. “For,” he says, “prudence is itself 
the reward (JflXor) of prudence, and justice and each of the 
other virtues is its own recompense (yipas).” The ex- 
pression of the principle of virtue for its own sake in terms 
of its being its own “recompense” or “reward” does not 

* Frapnenta, Richter, VI, 403 (M. 11 , 649). 

Pesahim ii8a. 

^ Baba ^amma 50a. Cf. Sirach 5: 6: ‘‘And say not, ‘His merdes are great, He 
will forgive the multitude of mine iniquities,' for mercy and wrath are with him> 
and His indignation abideth upon the ungodly." 

Spic, n, 47, 259. 
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occur in Stoic literature, in so far as it has been preserved, 
until after the time of Philo,®* and one may speculate on the 
question whether Philo’s use of the terms “recompense” and 
“reward” represents an original Stoic version of the princi- 
ple, or whether it reflects some other source. In the rabbinic 
equivalent of this principle, formulated long before Philo, 
the term used, as we have seen above, is “recompense” or 
“reward.” *’' This principle Philo finds implied in the verse 
“and the people shall go out and gather a day’s portion for 
a day, that I may prove them, whether they will walk in 
My law, or not.” *® Commenting upon this verse, he says, 
“the man of worthy aims sets himself to acquire day for the 
sake of the day, light for the sake of light, the beautiful for 
the sake of the beautiful alone, not for the sake of some- 
thing else,” and concludes: “this is the divine law, to value 
virtue for its own sake.” *’ The phrase “virtue for its own 
sake” is, of course. Stoic, but whereas among the Stoics and 
in Greek philosophy in general, as we have seen, it means an 
admission that the practice of virtue may not be rewarded, 
in Philo, as in Judaism, it means that the worship of God 

“ Heinemann in Philos Werke (II, p. i8i, n. 3) quotes Epictetus, III, 24, 51, who 
uses the term and Colson (VII, 630, § 259) quotes Servius (Arnim, III, 45), 

who uses the texm pramia, Cf. also Seneca's use of the terms merces and commodum 
in Be BenefictU IV, 125, 3. 

^7 Cf, M, 4 bot 1 , 3 (quoted above, p. 286) where the Hebrew term used v&peras> 
Cf. also ikf. Ahot IV, 2; “For the recompense {sekar) of the performance of a com- 
mandment is the performance of another commandment.** Antigonus of Soko, the 
author of the maxim in M, Ahot I, 3, flourished in the third or the second cen- 
tury B.C. No dependence of the rabbis upon the Stoics is to be assumed in such 
pious utterances as the one under consideration on the mere basis of similarity, 
Cf. Beigmann, **Dic stoische Philosophie und die judische Frommigkeit,** Judaica: 
Festschrift zu Hermann Cohens siehzigstem Geburtstage^ pp* 145-166, especially 
p. 16 1, n, I, on the maxim under conrideration, and p. 165, general conclusion. Cf. 
also JuHus Guttmann, Bie Philosophie des JudentumSy pp. 50-51; A. Kaminka, **Ha- 
Musar she-be-Sifre Seneca ve-ha-Musar ha-Yehudi,** Moznayimy 4 (1935), pp, 46- 

51* 

" Exod. 16; 4. 
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out of love will bring the highest reward. That this is what 
Philo means by his restatement of the philosophic principle 
of virtue for its own sake may be gathered from several 
places in his writings. In one place he says: “These virtues 
are said to be chosen for their own sake, but they will as- 
sume a grander and loftier aspect if practiced for the sake 
of honoring and pleasing God.” What he quite evidently 
means is that these virtues, which are urged by philosophers 
to be chosen for their own sake, will assume a grander and 
loftier aspect if, as recommended in Judaism, they are 
practiced for the sake of honoring and pleasing God, that 
is, for the love of God. In another place, speaking of piety, 
that is, the worship of God, which to him is one of the 
virtues,’* he expresses himself in terms like those used by 
the rabbis, contrasting the worship of God from fear with 
the worship of Him from love. “For I observe,” he says, 
“that all the exhortations to piety through the laws refer 
either to our loving or our fearing the Existent,” concluding 
that while to fear God is quite suitable for some people, to 
love God implies a higher conception of the nature of God 
and marks a higher form of the worship of God.’* A reference 
to these two modes of worshiping God is to be found also 
in his contrast between the “lovers (^iXot) of God,” such 
as Moses, and those who are only “servants (SoOXoi) of 
God.” ’* In still another place he says that with regard to 
the worship of God, “there are three classes of human 
temperaments,” and to these three classes of worshipers 
he makes God address himself as follows: “My first rewards 
will be set apart for (i) those who worship Me for myself 

Congr, 14, 80. 

^ Cf. above, pp. *212 ff. 

Immut, 14, 69; cf. Moore, Judaism^ II, 99, n. 2. 

n 9, 4i. 

« Abr. 35, 124. 
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alone, the second for those who worship Me for their own 
sakes, either (2) hoping to win blessings or (3) expecting to 
obtain remission of punishments.” ” These three classes, 
it is quite obvious, refer respectively (i ) to those who wor- 
ship God from love, (2) to those who worship Him in ex- 
pectation of a reward, and (3) to those who worship Him 
from fear. Among the rabbis, as we have seen, to worship 
God from love is contrasted, on the one hand, with worship- 
ing Him in expectation of a reward and, on the other hand, 
with worshiping Him from fear.''® 

Despite, then, his urging that man should practice virtue 
for its own sake, Philo believes that the practice of virtue 
is to be rewarded by a good that is a real good, and that 
real good is what philosophers call happiness and what 
Scripture calls blessings. This identification of the real good 
or happiness with the scriptural blessings has led Philo to 
throw himself into the philosophic controversy as to what 
“goods” are and to allow himself to be guided in this ques- 
tion by the scriptural description of what the “blessings” 
are. 

Both Plato and Aristotle divide goods (ri &yad&) into 
three classes, (i) those which they both describe as the 
goods of the soul, (2) those which they also both describe as 
the goods of the body, and (3) those which Aristotle de- 
scribes as external goods.’^ Under the first they put the 
moral and intellectual virtues, under the second they put 
health and beauty and similar bodily qualities, and under 
the third they put what Plato describes as “the so-called 

w IM., ia8. 

^ Cf. above, pp. 2Sy f. 

77 Laws III, 697 b; V, 728 e; V, 743 e; cf. I, 631 c; Pkilehus 48 e; Euthydemus 
A“C; EtL Nic, I, 8, 1098b, ia-i6; Sextus, Adpersus Ethicos^ 45. 

78 The term “beauty” (kAXXoj) occurs in Eth* Nic. I, 8, 1099b, 3, and in Rhet. 
I, 5, 1360b, 22. 
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goods of substance (piala,) and property (xpi7juara)” or 
“the possession of property (jayfinara) and chattels (/crij- 
juara)” *“ or wealth (tXoStos)** or “good birth (eOy^eia) and 
talents (Sw&iieis) and distinctions {rinal) in one’s own coun- 
try,” ** and what Aristotle describes as friends ( 0 fXot), 
riches (ttXovtos), political power (iroXm/o) 8k>anis), good 
birth (^iveia), and goodly children (eireKvlat).^^ In the 
Stoic literature, smnmarizing the views of Plato and Aristo- 
tle, under goods of the body are placed “health (iyUia) and 
well-being (ebe^ia) and keenness of sense (evaiffdriffta) and 
beauty (kAXXos) and everything which is of a similar char- 
acter,” and under external goods are placed “wealth (ttXoD- 
Tov), country (varplSa), parents {yoveis), children (T^Kpa), 
friends (<t>lXovs), and the like.” Both Plato and Aristotle 
admit that only the goods of the soul are real goods,** but 
differ in their statements as to the relation of the bodily and 
external goods to the goods of the soul. Plato expresses his 
view in the statement that “the human goods (i.e., the 
bodily and external goods) are dependent on the divine 
(i.e., on the goods of the soul) and he who receives the 
greater acquires also the less or else he is bereft of both.” *® 
But how bodily and external goods are acquired by one who 
possesses the goods of the soul he does not say. Evidently 
what he means is that in the long run moral conduct leads 
to health and wealth and that without moral conduct 
health and wealth will not be permanent. Aristotle expresses 
his view in the statement that “happiness also requires ex- 
ternal goods in addition, as we said, for it is impossible, or 
at least not easy, to play a noble part unless furnished with 

79 Laws III, 697 B, Euthydemus 279 b. 

^ Ihid, V, 728 E* Eth, Nic, I, 8, 1099b, I-3. 

** Ihid, 1 , 631 c. *4 Sextus, Adversus EthicoSy 45. 

CL above, pp. 165 f. 

Laws 1 , 631 B, CL Apology 30 a-b. 
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the necessary equipment.” Among the Stoics, however, 
with the exception of Posidonius who retained the Platonic 
and Aristotelian classification of the goods,®* some excluded 
both bodily and external goods from their classification *’ and 
others excluded only bodily goods.’® Those things which are 
excluded by them from their classifications of the goods are 
described by them as being neither good nor evil (oM^repa)” 
or as being indifferent (dSiA«^pa),’* but still they admit that 
they may contribute to happiness, describing them, there- 
fore, as preferred (rfxyqyfiba).^^ 

Now Philo approaches the classification of the goods with 
certain prepossessions derived from the Law of Moses. In the 
books of this Law, all those things which in Greek philoso- 
phy are described as bodily and external goods, such as 
health, wealth, and children, are described as blessings which 
God will grant to those who walk in His commandments.” 
These blessings are described as God’s “good treasure” 
and as “good.” Accordingly Philo was bound to reject 
the Stoic exclusion of bodily and external goods from the 
classification of goods. He was furthermore bound to accept 
the Platonic formula that the bodily and external goods de- 
pend upon the goods of the soul, but more explicitly than 
Plato he could say that these bodily and external goods are 
sure to be given by God as a reward for the observance of 
the Law. In the light of these remarks, let us see how Philo 
treats of the classification of the goods. 

Eth. Nic. I, 8, 1099a, 31-33. 

•* Diogenes, VII, 103. 

•» Ibid., IOI-I03. 

»" Sextus, Adverius Ethicos, 46. 

Diogenes, VII, 101. 

S’ Ibid., ioa-104; cf. Sextus, Adumus Ethicos, 5 ff. 

» Diogenes, VII, 105-106; Sextus, Adversus Ethicos, 62-63. 

M Deut. 28: 1 ff.; Lev. 26: 3 ff. 

*s Deut. 28: 12. 
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To begin with, in opposition to the Stoics, with the ex- 
ception of Posidonius, he follows the Platonic and Aristotelian 
classification of the goods. He invariably speaks of three 
classes of goods, and describes them as those which pertain 
to the soul, as those which pertain to the body, and as those 
which are external.’’ Drawing directly upon the writings of 
Plato and Aristotle, as well as upon the Stoic restatements of 
their views, he describes the goods of the souls as consisting 
of the moral and intellectual virtues, of the goods of the 
body as consisting of health (iyUia), keenness of sense 
{(baurdriffla), power {Sivafus), and strength (fiiifir)), and of ex- 
ternal goods as consisting of wealth (itXoCtos), reputation 
( 56 ^a), the enjoyment and use of necessary pleasures,’® and 
nobility of birth (efry^'eta).” Sometimes he describes the 
goods of the body as the virtues of the body, and external 
goods as external advantages (iKrbs ifh.tovtKTijp.aTa).^’^ The 
terms “virtue of the body” and “advantages” are both used 
by Aristotle.”’ Like Plato and Aristotle he maintains that 
bodily and external goods are not true goods, asserting that 
“the true good cannot find its home in anything external, 
nor yet in things of the body.” In one place, he says that 
“it is well to pray on the behalf of him who holds bodily and 
external advantages to be goods,” by which he evidently 
refers not to those who classify bodily and external ad- 
vantages as goods, which he himself, as we have seen, has 
done, but rather to those who classify these as real goods 
or the main goods. Still almost in the words of Aristotle he 


>» Deter. 3, 7; Soir. la, 61; Virt. 35, 187; ^a. in Gen. Ill, 16. 

»• Sobr. la, 6i. 

» Vtri. 35, 187. 

»<>» Sobr. la, 61. 

I, 5, 1361b, 3 {c&iMTOS iptr^y. Politico V, 10, 1311a, 5 (it\0>vaaiiMra). 
xM 2;, 187; cf. Deter. 4, 9. 

’•i Sobr. 13, 67. 
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admits that of these three kinds of goods “each is in need 
of each and all of all, and that the aggregate resulting from 
taking them all together in a body is a perfect and really 
complete good,” or that “happiness is not peculiarly to 
be sought for either in the external things, or in the things 
of the body, or in the things of the soul, taken by themselves 
. . . but it must be looked for in the combination of them all 
together.” 

Then, evidently following Plato’s formula that bodily and 
external goods are dependent upon the goods of the soul, he 
explains in accordance with that formula the blessings for 
right conduct promised in Scripture.*®^ He formally divides 
these blessings into “blessings of the body” and “external 
blessings.””’' Under the former he puts “freedom from 
disease,” “health,” and “keenness of sense,” adding that 
if some injury should befall them it would be only by way 
of trial and warning and chastisement.”* Under the latter 
he puts riches (ttXoStoi), honom (njua/), offices (Apxol) and 
praises (^7Kd)juio), and goodly children (eh-aiSa)."" Be- 
sides these bodily and external blessings, both of which were 
promised to the individuals as individuals, he finds in Scrip- 
ture also three other kinds of promises. 

First, there is the promise of a bodily as well a spiritual 
good here on earth to the Jewish people as a whole and with 
it to all mankind. For the Jewish people it is the promise of 
an ultimate national restoration, which is known as the 
Messianic ideal. Drawing upon the verse “Though thy dis- 
persion may have been from one end of the earth to the 
other, thence the Lord thy God will gather thee,” he says: 

iM Deter. 3, 7. 

“5 Ibid. 3 , 8 . 

lofi Praem, i, a; i, 7; 4, Tl, 

Ibid, 20 , 1 1 8 . 

Ibid, 20 , 1 19 , 
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“For even though they dwell in the uttermost parts of the 
earth, in slavery to those who led them away captive, one 
signal, as it were, one day will bring liberty to all.” With 
this ultimate liberation of Israel there will furthermore come 
an age when all mankind will be united by the Law of Moses 
which is described by him as being based upon democracy 
and equality by which the whole world will be united as a 
single city.”’ ‘ 

Second, there is the promise of a purely spiritual good 
here on earth to the individuals, for as a result of obedience 
to the Law God will favor them with that divine grace by 
which he helps those who try of their own free will to do 
good.”^ Drawing again upon the verse “Though thy dis- 
persion may have been from one end of the earth to the 
other, thence the Lord thy God will gather thee,” he inter- 
prets it allegorically as follows: “And therefore those who 
would imitate these examples of good living so marvelous 
in their loveliness, are bidden not to despair of changing for 
the better or of a restoration to the land of wisdom and 
virtue from the spiritual dispersion which vice has wrought. 
For when God is gracious He makes all things light and 
easy, and He does become gracious to those who depart with 
shame from incontinence to self-restraint and deplore the 
deeds of their guilty past, abhor the base sensitive images 
which they imprinted on their souls and first earnestly strive 
to still the storm of the passions, then seek to lead a life of 
serenity and peace.” 

Finally, there is the promise of a purely spiritual good, not 
here on earth, but in heaven, and that is the promise of im- 
mortality as a reward of good conduct. We have already 
shown how in common with the Jewish tradition of his time 


Praem, 28, 164. 
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he sought and also found scriptural evidence for the belief 
in the immortality of the soul and how immortality was 
conceived by him as a reward for righteous conduct during 
lifetime."® 


VII. Conclusion, Influence, Anticipation 

In common with all philosophers Philo formulates the 
problem of ethics as a search for the good, identifying the 
good with happiness and defining happiness as an activity 
according to virtue, both intellectual and moral. With the 
philosophers, too, he agrees that intellectual virtue owes its 
birth and growth to teaching, and moral virtue comes about 
as a result of habit and that the inculcation of intellectual 
and moral virtues is the duty of the state, the former by 
education and the latter by laws, which are called practical 
virtues. But as to what should constitute the object of 
education which is to inculcate intellectual virtues and what 
should be the laws which are to train one in moral virtues 
Philo differs from the philosophers. To the philosophers the 
object of the teaching should be those doctrines which phi- 
losophers attained by reason, and the practical virtues should 
be those laws which philosophers similarly worked out by 
reason and in accordance with virtue. These rational and 
virtuous laws of the philosophers, being as they are enacted 
by men, are not what the philosophers themselves call 
natural laws in the true sense of the term, for by natural 
laws are meant laws spontaneously arrived at by all man- 
kind by virtue of some common instinct that is inherent in 
them and they are therefore tmiversal and eternal and im- 
mutable. Still these laws, though not natural in the primary 
sense of the term, are described by the philosopher as being 
in accordance with nature in a secondary sense, in the sense 
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that they are in harmony with certain human impulses or 
capacities or are calculated to attain certain gifts of nature. 

To Philo, however, the intellectual and practical virtues 
consist respectively of those doctrines and laws which were 
revealed by God through Moses. These laws of Moses, like 
the laws of the philosophers, are to be sure enacted laws and 
not natural laws, but, being enacted by God who is the 
creator of nature, they are, more than the laws of the phi- 
losophers, in accordance with nature, not only in the sense 
that they are in harmony with human impulses or capacities 
or that they are best fitted to the attainment of the gifts of 
nature, but also in the sense of their being universal, eternal, 
and immutable. With Philo, therefore, the philosophic 
maxims that happiness is life in accordance with virtue or in 
accordance with reason or in accordance with nature comes 
to mean life in accordance with the Law. All the philosophic 
maxims about man’s duty to follow God or to imitate God 
or to be like God comes to mean with him that man must 
act in accordance with the Law. All the philosophic dis- 
cussions as to whether virtue comes to man by learning or 
habit or nature or divine dispensation comes to mean with 
him that virtue comes to man by God through nature as a 
divme grace, or through learning the truths taught in the 
book of His Law and through training in the performance of 
the precepts of this Law. 

The Law of Moses, therefore, contains a system of law 
gjiven by revelation which accomplishes all that the phi- 
losophers aim to attain by those ideal systems of law which 
they try to devise by reason. The laws of Moses are there- 
fore what the philosophers call virtues. Being virtues, these 
Mosaic laws, besides their traditional classification into 
positive and negative, into ten main headings correspond- 
ing to the ten commandments, and into those relating to 
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God and those relating to men, are also to be divided in ac- 
cordance with the philosophic classification of the virtues. 

Various classifications of the virtues are attempted by 
Philo, but the classification which he adopts is that of (a) 
contemplative virtues, by which he means (i ) the possession 
of certain intellectual virtues in the form of beliefs, and 
(2) the possession of certain moral virtues in the form of 
good emotions, and (b) practical virtues, by which he 
means (3) actions corresponding to intellectual virtues and 
(4) actions corresponding to moral virtues. Accordingly the 
Law of Moses is held by him to contain these four kinds of 
virtues, which may be briefly stated as (i) beliefs, (2) vir- 
tuous emotions, (3) actions symbolizing beliefs, and (4) ac- 
tions symbolizing moral virtues. 

While the philosophic discussion of Anrtue has furnished 
Philo, on the one hand, with a framework for the classifica- 
tion of the commandments, his identification of the com- 
mandments with virtues has caused him, on the other hand, 
to introduce certain innovations into the theory of virtue. 

First, under the influence of Judaism he introduces new 
virtues. “Faith” is added by him as a virtue under intel- 
lectual virtues, and “humanity” is added under moral 
virtues. Under the influence of Judaism, too, he makes 
“faith” and “piety” and “holiness,” and probably also 
“godliness,” leaders among intellectual virtues, and “jus- 
tice” and “humanity” leaders among moral virtues. Again, 
under the influence of Judaism, the term faith assumes with 
him two special meanings: (i) belief in the existence, unity, 
and incorporeality of God as well as belief in His providence; 
(2) assent to the truth of Scripture in contradistinction to 
assent to truths discovered by reason; (3) trust in God. 
Then also, to the list of practical virtues, under the influence 
of Judaism, he adds the Adrtue of prayer, study, and repent- 
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ance. Moreover, under the influence of Judaism, he con- 
siders the emotion of desire as a voluntary emotion and 
adopts parts of both the Aristotelian and the Stoic defini- 
tions of virtue. Finally, in his discussion of the question of 
the reward of virtue, under the influence of Judaism, he de- 
parts from the philosophers in his assertion of individual 
providence, in his certainty of reward and punishment, and 
in his classification of the goods. 

The essential point in Philo’s theory of ethics is the view 
that the Mosaic Law is a law unique in its kind, unlike any 
other law. The laws known to Philo were of a threefold 
kind. There were natural laws, which consisted of common 
conceptions of right and wrong universal to all men. These 
were described as general laws. Then there were enacted 
laws, which consisted of laws enacted by unscientific legis- 
lators for the guidance of particular groups of peoples. These 
laws were not always based upon reason; they were sometimes 
contrary to nature and not always in accordance with vir- 
tue. Finally there were ideal laws enacted by philosophers or 
scientific legislators which were supposed to be in accordance 
with reason and nature and virtue. The Mosaic Law, ac- 
cording to Philo, is unlike any of these three kinds of law in 
its origin, for unlike any of them it is not man-made, being 
neither the work of human impulse nor of human reason. 
It is a law revealed by God. In its content, however, it ac- 
complishes what all philosophers aimed to accomplish by 
their ideal laws. It is in accordance with reason and nature 
and virtue. Every law in it is a philosophic virtue, every 
law in it has a rational purpose, every law in it is in accord- 
ance with the nature of man and the nature of the world. 

From now on in the history of philosophy, whether Jewish, 
Christian, or Moslem, there will be a conception of a re- 
vealed law which is to establish successfully what philoso- 
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phers aimed to establish by their ideal laws and failed. In 
Jewish philosophy this clmm will continue to be made, as in 
Philo, on behalf of the Mosaic Law} in Christianity it will 
be made on behalf of the Mosaic Law as well as on behalf of 
the teachings of the Gospels j in Islam it will be made on 
behalf of the Koran. In all of them attempts will be made to 
identify their respective scriptural doctrines and commandments 
with philosophic virtues 5 in all of them attempts will there- 
fore be also made to find reasons for doctrines and command- 
ments. Certdn departures from Philo will indeed appear. 
New classifications of virtues will be made; new rational ex- 
planations will be offered. The most radical departure will 
appear in the rise of the view that not all the revealed laws 
are laws of reason or of virtue or in accordance with nature; 
that some of them are of a statutory nature, for which either 
there is no reason or no reason can be discovered by the human 
mind. 

Directly coimected with Philo is the treatment of the 
Mosaic Law among the Church Fathers, though an additional 
source for their method of treatment is St. Paul’s statement, 
which in itself reflects Jewish tradition, that “the gentiles, 
which have not the law, do by nature the things contoned in 
the law,” ' the implication of which is that the revealed Law 
of Moses contains laws which are in accordance with nature and 
are known by reason. 

Clement of Alexandria, evidently having in mind such 
pass^es in Philo as that in which “ all His commandments 
and ordinances and judgments which are written in the 
book of this Law ” * are identified mth “ the laws and statutes 
of nature,”® says that “both the law of nature and the 
law of instruction (i.e., revelation) are one,” inasmuch 

* Rom. a: 14. * Dent 30: 10. 

> Somn. 11 , a6, 174-175; cf. above, p. 193. 
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as both are of God/ Like Philo, too, he identifies the com- 
mandments with what philosophers call virtues. Dividing 
the commandments into four groups, (i) historic, (a) legis- 
lative, (3) those which relate to sacrifice, and (4) those 
which relate to theology, he describes the first two divisions 
as those “which properly belong to an ethical treatise” and 
the fourth as that which “Aristotle calls metaphysics,” * 
and declares in general that “the Mosaic Law is the founda- 
tion of all ethics, and the source of which the Greeks drew 
theirs.” ® In his description of that class of laws which relate 
to sacrifice he says that it “belongs to physical specula- 
tion.” ’’ By this he means that these are laws which have an 
allegorical * meaning besides their obvious meaning, without 
necessarily implying that they were never meant to be ob- 
served literally, at least before their abrogation at the ad- 
vent of Christianity. In this, too, he follows Philo.® 

Reflecting the same view of Philo that the revealed Law of 
Moses is identical with the law of nature and is to be con- 
trasted with all other systems of law which are the work of 
men, Origen contrasts the Law of Moses with aU other laws 
as “the law of nature” with “the written laws of cities,” ” 
describing the former as the law “of which God would be 
the legislator,” as “the law of God” and as “the laws in 
harmony with the will of God,” “ and affirming concerning 
it that “the first who created these laws and delivered them 

* Stromata I, 29 (PG, 8, 929 a). 

« Ihid^ I, 28 (PG, 8, 921 c-924 a). Aristotle does not call it metaphysics. 

« Ibid. H, 18. 

^ Ibid. I, 28 (PG, 8, 924 a), 

• The term physical (0i;«rwc^) is used here in the Stoic sense of a special kind of 
all^orical interpretation, as distinguished from ethical interpretation, in which 
sense the term is often used also by Philo, as, e.g.. Leg. All. I, 13, 39. Cf. Leise- 
gang's note on Post. 2, 7, in Philos JFerke, IV, p. 6, n. 2. 

9 Cf above, 1 , 127-131. 

Contra Celsum V, 37. 


« Ibid. 
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to Moses was God who was the creator of the world.” " 
Consequently he declares that when various Greek writings 
are compared with the laws of Moses, “histories for histories 
and ethical discourses with laws and commandments,” the 
latter “are better fitted to change the character of the 
hearers on the very spot.” Unlike Philo, however, he 
maintains that many laws are irrational and were not 
meant to be taken literally.'^ 

From the Church Fathers these speculations about the 
distinction between a revealed law, on the one hand, and a 
natural or rational or legislated law, on the other, and also 
the view that the revealed law is either in whole or in part 
a law in accordance with nature or in accordance with reason, 
had drifted also into Arabic philosophy, both Moslem and 
Jewish. Among the Moslems, with reference to the Koran, 
and among the Jews, with reference to the Pentateuch, the 
view was maintained that the laws within them were in ac- 
cordance with reason, though the question was debated 
whether any of the laws were not in accordance with reason.*® 
Moreover analogous to Philo’s interpretation of the scriptural 
term “heart” as dealing with commandments which are not 
concerned with actions or words is the distinction which ap- 
pears both in Jewish and Moslem philosophy between duties 
of the heart and duties of the body.** 

The continuity of this Philonic method of dealing with the 
Mosaic law may be illustrated by its treatment in Maimon- 

“ Ibid. I, 18. ** IHd. 

Be Principiis IV, i, 17. 

^ In Islam, the discussion of this problem is between the Mutaaalites and the 
Ikhwan al-Safa; among the Jews the ^scusaon is between the author of the Kita^ 
Ma*ani aUNafs and Mmmonides, on the one hand, and Saadia, for instance, on the 
other. Cf. I. Goidziher, Kitah Mctani aUNaJSy Vormrt^ pp. 22-23. 

^ Cf. Bahya^s ^ohot ka^LeMot, Ha^amak; for Moslem parallels, see A. S, 
Yahuda, AUHidaJa Hla Parotid al-^ub ies Bachja ibn Josef ibn PaqUda^ Ein^ 
lettung, pp. 59-60. Cf. above, p. 267. 
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ides and St. Thomas, though neither of these authors was 
directly influenced by Philo. 

Maimonides does not use the term natural law in its pri- 
mary Aristotelian sense of general laws arrived at by all men 
instinctively by their innate sense of justice.*t He uses it 
rather in its secondary sense of laws enacted by wise legis- 
lators on the basis of reason — a sense in which, as we have 
shown, it is used by Aristotle as well as by other Greek 
philosophers.** In his discussion of the revealed law of 
Moses in its relation to natural law, Maimonides starts with 
the Aristotelian observation that “man is by nature a 
political animal, and therefore, men, even when they do not 
require one another’s help, desire to live together,” *» which 
he paraphrases in the statement “that man is by nature 
a political animal and that by virtue of his nature he de- 
sires to live together with other people.” To this obser- 
vation he adds also the observation that “by its nature 
the human species shows a greater variation among its in- 
dividuals than any other species.” “ From these two ob- 
servations he infers that by nature men require a leader able 
to “prescribe actions and morals which all would practice 
always according to the same rule so that the natural di- 
versity would disappear by the great conventional agree- 
ment and society would become well ordered.” ®* Beneficial 
laws enacted by wise legislators for the purpose of establish- 
ing and maintaining a well-ordered society are thus accord- 
ing to Maimonides to be described as natural laws, on the 
ground that they ultimately rest upon the fact that men by 
nature differ from one another and by nature also desire to 
live in harmony with one another. Now since the laws of 

Moreh Nebukim II, 40. 

« Ibid. 

^ Ibid, 


*7 Cf, above, pp. 173 f. 

** Cf. above, pp. 176, 178 f. 

*9 Politica III, 6, i 2 yihy 19--21. 
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Moses are not human enactments dictated by the natural 
differences among men and by their natural desire for 
harmonious living together, they cannot, in respect to their 
origin, be described as natural laws; they are, strictly speak- 
ing, revealed laws. But inasmuch as the purpose of the re- 
vealed laws of Moses is like that of the naturd laws enacted 
by wise legislators, namely, to establish and maintain a well- 
ordered society, they can, in respect to their purpose, be 
described as being in accordance with nature. “I therefore 
maintain,” says Maimonides, “that the Law, though not 
natural, is still in accordance with nature.” Being in ac- 
cordance with nature, the laws of Moses are in their entirety 
what Aristotle would describe as being in accordance with 
reason. And consequently, in describing the Law as being 
in accordance with nature and in accordance with reason, 
Maimonides, just like Philo, makes no distinction between 
the various ordinances contained therein. All of them are 
in accordance with nature and reason. All of them, there- 
fore, had they not been revealed, would have been dis- 
covered by men themselves, by virtue of the special nature 
and the special reason which they possess, and now that 
these laws have been revealed the human mind can discern 
the reason and purpose of their revelation. There are, how- 
ever, certain laws which Maimonides admits would not have 
been discovered by man himself had they not been revealed. 
Such are the laws which are described in the Pentateuch as 
statutes Qmkkim).** But even these laws, while they would 
not have been discovered by mere reason, and the reason 
for their revelation is not evident to the human mind, there 
are still good reasons for their existence, reasons which are 
unknown to us. Even these laws then are in accordance 
with reason and in accordance with nature. 

Uid, in, 06 and 31; Shtmonak Perakiniy 6. 


Ibid, 
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With this conception of the laws as being in accordance 
with nature and in accordance with reason, Maimonides 
describes them also as being in accordance with virtue. The 
commandments are thus identified by him with virtues and 
are classified in accordance with the classification of the vir- 
tues. Several classifications of the commandments are 
openly discussed by Maimonides. Of course, he divides them 
according to their external form of expression, into the 
traditional positive and negative.*® He divides them ac- 
cording to their contents into those between men and God 
and those between men and men,*® and also into fourteen 
classes.*^ More general and more characteristic, however, 
is his division of the laws into four classes, namely, (i), those 
dealing with principles of belief, (2), those dealing with ac- 
tions, (3), those dealing with states of moral character, and 
(4), those dealing with speech*® — a classification analo- 
gous to that we have found in Philo.*® But underlying these 
fourteenfold and fourfold classifications is the classification 
of the laws, as in Philo, in accordance with the classification 
of the philosophic virtues. These virtues are divided by 
Maimonides into (i) intellectual, (a) moral, and (3) practical, 
and consequently all the laws either teach directly (i) in- 
tellectual virtues or (2) moral virtues, or else they are (3) 
practical virtues, that is, actions, which are intended to 
train man in intellectual or moral virtues.®* 

St. Thomas’ treatment of the old problem of the relation 
of the laws of Moses to laws of nature or reason was deter- 
mined by his special attitude as a Christian toward those 

As for example in his Sefer ha-Mi^mty and Moreh Nebukim III, 36. 

^ Moreh Nebukim III, 36. 

Moreh Nebukim III, 35, with which the same fourteenfold diviaon of the laws 
in the Mishneh ^orah is to be compared. 

S^er ha^Mi^ot^ Shoresh 9. 

Cf. above, pp. ao8, 21a, 266^7. 


Moreh Nebukim III, 27. 
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laws. On the one hand, he believed that these laws were 
divinely revealed and hence they had to be perfect, univer- 
sal and eternal, but on the other hand he believed that they 
were abrogated with the advent of Jesus and that even be- 
fore their abrogation they were obligatory only upon the 
Jews. Consequently he could neither declare, like Philo or 
Maimonides, that all the laws were in accordance with 
nature, nor could he declare that none of them was in ac- 
cordance with nature. To get out of this difficulty he had 
drawn a distinction between various kinds of law, some of 
them being in accordance with nature and others not in 
accordance with nature. The drawing of such a distinction 
was made possible by him by his adoption of the use of the 
term natural law in its strict Aristotelian sense. 

Unlike Maimonides, therefore, St. Thomas uses the term 
natural law as it is directly used by Aristotle, in the sense of 
self-evident principles of ethics which man by his very 
nature as a rational and social being would arrive at without 
any act of agreement or convention.*' “The prindples of 
the natural law,” he says, “are to the practical reason what 
the first principles of demonstrations are to the speculative 
reason; because both are self-evident principles.”** How 
man arrives at these principles of natural law is explained by 
him in his statement that “there is in man an inclination to 
good, according to the nature of his reason, which nature is 
proper to him: thus man has a natural inclination to know 
the truth about God, and to live in society.” ** This re- 
flects Aristotle’s statements that “all men by nature desire 
to know” ** and that “men are by nature political animals 
and, therefore, even when they do not require one another’s 

3 * Cf. above, pp. 173 f* 

Sum, ^heol, I, II, 94, a c. 

» lUd. 


Metaph, I, i, 980a, ai. 
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help, desire to live together.” But as in Philo, this nature 
in man was implanted by God and is in itself divine.** Then, 
like Aristotle, he distinguishes such natural laws from laws 
which came about by agreement and convention, the latter 
of which he calls human law, that is, laws “framed by men.” 
But though, unlike Maimonides, he does not include human 
law under natural law, still he admits that human law, if it 
is just, is derived from the law of nature, either as a conclu- 
sion from premises or by way of determination of certain 
generalities.** The latter kind of human law is likened by 
him to that “whereby, in the arts, general forms are par- 
ticularized as to details,” ** thus reflecting Aristotle’s dis- 
tinction between natural law and conventional law as a dis- 
tinction between general law and particular law.^® Finally, 
besides natural law and human law, there is also a divine 
law, of which there is an old and a new, the Law of Moses 
and the Gospel. 

Now with regard to the Old Law, which is our present 
subject of study, St. Thomas suggests several classifications. 
Like Philo and Maimonides, he divides them into positive 
iaffitmativa) and negative {negativa)^ and also into laws 
which direct “men to God” and laws which direct “men to 
one anodier.” ■** But then he divides them into three classes, 
moral, ceremonial, and judicial,^^ a classification which is im- 
plied in Philo and Maimonides and in all those who have at- 
tempted to classify the precepts of the Pentateuch. Under 
the moral precepts he includes the precepts “Thou shalt love 
the Lord thy God”« and “Thou shalt love thy neighbor,”^* 

» PoUtica III, 6, ia78b, 19-ai. Sum. theol. I, II, 91, 4-5. 

* Sum. Iheol. I, II, 91, a c and 4 Obj. i. IKd., 100, 4, Obj. a. 

J’ lUd., 9j, I. « Jlid.^ 99, 3 c. 

»• lUd., a c. 44 Ibid.., 3-4; 5 c. 

” IM. 45 Dent. 6: 5; 11 : 1. 

PJat. 1, 13, 1373b, 4-6; cf. above, p, 174. 46 Lev. 19! 18. 
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the ten commandments, and a number of special laws which 
“ are reducible to the precepts of the ten commandments, as 
so many corollaries.” Unlike Philo and Maimonides and 
all Jewish philosophers who considered all the laws of Moses 
as eternal, St. Thomas, as a Christian, considers only the 
moral laws universal and eternal, whereas the ceremonial 
laws and judicial laws were meant to be binding only upon 
Jews and were abrogated with the advent of Jesus. In his 
own restricted use of the term natural law as applying only 
to self-evident general principles of morality he finds an ex- 
planation for his distinction within the laws of Moses, de- 
spite their all being divine revelations. The moral precepts 
are precepts of natural law and hence they were revealed 
by God to all men and for eternity; ■** the ceremonial and 
judicial precepts are not precepts of natural law and hence 
they were revealed only for a particular and temporary pur- 
pose.^* His use of the term “moral precepts” as a description 
of those laws in the Pentateuch which are natural reflects 
Aristotle’s indirect use of the term “moral” as the equiva- 
lent of the term “natural.” 

Still, despite his use of the term natural laws exclusively 
as an application to the moral laws of the Pentateuch, St. 
Thomas describes not only its moral laws but also its judicial 
laws and ceremonial laws as being in accordance with virtue 
and hence in accordance with reason. Of the moral laws in 
the Pentateuch he repeatedly says that they are “about 
acts of virtue” ** or “about acts of all the virtues” ^ and 
that “they accord with reason.” ** Similarly of the judicial 

Sum, S^heol, 1 , 11 , loo, 1 1 c; cf. 3. 

Ibid,^ 100, 8 c, « Ihid,^ 103, 3 c; 104, 3 c. 

so Bih, Ntc, VIII, 13, 1162b, 21-23; cf. above, p, 174, 
s* Sum, neol, I, II, 99, 2 c: de acdbus virtutum. 
so Ibid,, 100, 2 c; de actibus omnium virtutum. 

S 3 Ibid,, I c: rationi congniunt 
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laws he says that they “relate to the virtue of justice,” 
and, while they were not to be eternal, they “directed the 
people to justice and equity,” ** and on the whole they are 
“fitting,” “suitably framed,” and are based on reason 
(ratione).^^ And so also of the ceremonial laws he says that 
they are particular determinations of the worship of God, 
the latter of which is “an act of virtue,” and, while they 
were not meant to be eternal,®* there is a reason for them, 
though the reason, as says also Maimonides, is not always 
evident.®® 

Their identification of the commandments of the Penta- 
teuch with virtues has led both Maimonides and St. Thomas 
to add, like Philo, some new virtues borrowed from the list 
of scriptural commandments. Thus to Maimonides, belief 
in the existence of God, alms^ving, or what Philo calls 
philanthropy or humanity, prayer, repentance, and the 
study of Scripture are all commandments ** and hence are 
to be included in the list of virtues. Similarly St. Thomas 
explicitly states that faith {Jides) is a virtue, one of the three 
virtues described by him as theological virtues,*' and this 
inclusion of faith among the virtues is based upon a verse 
in the New Testament.®' So also almsgiving is called by him 
a virtue. In one place, using scriptural language, he says 
that almsgiving {eleemosyndf^ is included under works of 
charity {opera caritaHs), of which he further says that they 
are “essential to virtue” {de necessitate virtutis) and per- 
tain to the moral precepts of both the Old Law and the 
New Law.*® In another place, using classical language and 

*« Ibid.y J04, 3, Obj. i; cf. 100, a c. st Ibid., 99, 3, ad a; cf. loi, 1 c. 

» Ibid; ad 3. *• Ibid,, 103, 3 c; cf. above, p. 31 J. 

Ibid., 105, 1-4. !» Ibid., 100, l, ad 4; cf. a c; 3 c. 

*• Cf. S^erha-Mifwot, Poative Commandment i, 195, 5, 73, and ii respectively. 

Sum. thtol. I, II, 6a, 3 c. *» Sum. ^htol. I, II, 108, 3, Obj. 4. 

‘»ICor.i3;i3, mbid^ic. 
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quoting Macfobius and Andronicus of Rhodes,® he says 
that humanity {humanitas), which he explains to mean be- 
neficence (beneficentid), or liberality {liberalitas)^ which he 
explains to mean the same as humanity, is a virtue under 
the virtue of justice {iustitid).^'' Repentance {^oenitentid), 
too, is explicitly said by him to be a virtue.®* He does not say 
directly that prayer (praHo) is a virtue, but he does say 
that it is an act of religion,®* which means that it is a virtue, 
for religion is said by him to be a virtue.*® As for the study 
or the reading of Scripture, in the early history of Christian- 
ity, Scripture was read in the meetinghouses for the same 
reason as that described by Philo, namely, to inculcate 
virtue.*' Says Tertullian: “We assemble to read our sacred 
writings. . . . With the sacred words we nourish our faith, 
we animate our hope, we make our confidence more stead- 
fast; and no less by inculcations of God’s precepts we confirm 
good habits.” ** Had this view persisted in Christianity, St. 
Thomas would have undoubtedly recommended the read- 
ing of Scripture as a virtue. But it happens that in the his- 
tory of Christianity, first in the Greek Church, in the ninth 
century, and then in the West, toward the end of the twelfth 
century, from fear of heresy, the reading of Scripture on the 
part of the people was restricted.** The reading of Scripture 
thus for a time ceased to be a virtue in Christianity, until 
it was later revived under new conditions. 

As true Aristotelians, both Maimonides and St. Thomas 

^ Cf. above, p, aao, n. 146. 

^ Cf. above, p. 237, n. 4. 

*7 Sum. TheoL II, II, 80, i, Obj. a and 4, and ad 2 and 4. 

^ Uid. I, 95, 3, Obj. 3; III, 85 1 c and 2 c. 

Uid. II, II, 83, 3 c. 

I^d, II, 11 , 813 c and 4 c. 

7* Cf. above, pp. 259 ff. 

7 * Tertullian, ApologeticuSy Cap. 39, 

73 Cf. K. R. Hagenbach, of DcKtrines, § 162, nn. 5 and 6. 
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define virtue as a mean.’^'* But as to what is to be done with 
the Stoic definition that virtue is the extirpation of emotionj 
they diflFer. Maimonides, like Philo, considers the extirpation 
of the emotion as the guiding principle of the chosen few 
whom he describes as men of superior piety.’'® St. Thomas, 
following St. Augustine, tries to show that the difference 
between the Stoics and the Peripatetics is “one of words 
rather than of opinions” and that the Stoics by their ex- 
tirpation of the emotions mean the control of the emotions 
by reason.’'* 

Differences of opinion appear, however, between Philo and 
Maimonides on the one hand and St. Thomas on the other 
with regard to the attitude of Judaism toward certain as- 
pects of the commandments and virtues. 

First, with regard to the meaning of the tenth command- 
ment “Thou shalt not desire” or “Thou shalt not covet.” 
As we have already seen, the old Tannaitic rabbis,’'’' and fol- 
lowing them Maimonides,’* and, reflecting the same old 
Jewish tradition, also Philo,’'” take this prohibition to refer 
not only to the external act of desire but also to the mere 
emotion of desire. Furthermore, as we have seen, the com- 
mandment not to desire, both to the rabbis and to Philo, 
was a prohibition of any kind of emotion which might lead 
to the violation of any of the ten commandments, such as 
adultery and murder.*® With regard to adultery, the rab- 
binic interpretation of the seventh commandment reads 
that “also he who commits adultery with his eyes is called 


w M^monides, Shemonah Peral^im, 4; St. Thomas, Sum, Theol, I, II, 64, 1-5. 
75 Shemonah Pera^im, 6. 

7 ^ Sum. TheoL I, II, 59, 2 C, 

77 Cf. above, pp. 226 f. 

T’ Sefer ka^Mi^ot, Negative Commandment 266. 

7 » Cf. above, pp. 227 jff, 

Cf. above, pp. 227, 229. 
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adulterer.” ** So also the commandments not to “hate thy 
brother in thine heart” and not to “bear any grudge” ** 
are taken as prohibitions of the mere emotion of hatred 
and of the mere emotion of revenge.'® But St. Thomas, de- 
riving his knowledge of Judaism from the New T^tament, 
maintains that “ the Scribes and Pharisees . . . thought that 
the prohibition of adultery and murder covered the external 
act only, and not the internal desire” " and also “they 
thought that desire for revenge was lawful . . . that the 
emotion of covetousness was lawful . . . that the emotion 
of hatred was lawful.” 

Second, with regard to the question as to what is to be the 
right motive in the worship of God. The rabbis, Philo, and 
Maimonides, all of whom derived their knowledge of Juda- 
ism from an inherited belief and practice — a belief and 
practice antedating Christianity — proclaim in unison that 
Judaism as based upon the Old Testament demands that 
one is to worship God not out of fear but out of love " and, in 
the case of Philo, in addition to expressing himself in rabbinic 
terms,'’ he expresses himself also in philosophic terms, 
that virtues are to be chosen for their own sake.” St. 
Thomas, however, insists that “the Jews so distorted the 
true meaning” of the promises of the Old Testament “as to 
think that we ought to serve God with these things [i.e., 
exalted honors and exalted riches] as the end in view,” con- 
cluding, “wherefore Our Lord set this aside by teaching, first 
of all, that works of virtue should not be done for human 

Pesiita Rabbati, 24, p. ia4b; Leviticus Rabbah 22 r Cf. Strack-Billerbeck, 
Kommentar %um Neuen ^estammty Matt. 5: 28. 

Lev. 19: 17. 

Lev. 19; 18. ad 2. 

Sifra^ J^edoshim^ Pere^ 4, p. 89a. ** Cf. above, pp. 286 S, 

3 id,^ p. 89b; Yoma a^a. Cf. above, p. 096. 

w Sum. tkeoL 1 , 11 , 108, 3, ad i. ^ Cf. above, p. 094. 
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glory,” or, quoting St. Augustine,’* he says: “In a word 
the difference between the Law and the Gospel is this — fear 
and love.” 

Like the rabbis and Philo and Maimonides, St. Thomas 
believes in the reward of virtue. Now the rabbis and Philo 
and Maimonides all declare in unison that, according to their 
now belief as Jews, a belief based upon the traditional Jew- 
ish understanding of the Old Testament — a traditional 
Jewish understanding antedating Christianity — the ulti- 
mate reward of virtue is eternal spiritual life. The rabbis ask; 
What is the meaning of the words “that thy days may be 
prolonged, and that it may go well with thee ” which 
Scripture promises as a reward for the performance of cer- 
tain commandments? and their answer is: “‘that it may go 
well with thee ’ — in a world which is wholly good; ‘ that thy 
days may be prolonged’ — in a world which is wholly last- 
ing.” Philo similarly explains the promises for right con- 
duct to mean either spiritual goods on earth or immortal 
life.’* Maimonides, on the basis of the same scriptural ex- 
pression quoted above, declares that “the good reserved for 
the righteous is life in the world to come.” St. Thomas, 
however, insists that in the Old Law man was directly or- 
dained to “a sensible and earthly good,” whereas in the 
New Law, man was ordained to “an intelligible and heavenly 
good,” ’* or, quoting St. Augustine,” he declares: “The 
promises of temporal goods are contained in the Old Testa- 

Sum. theol. I, II, 108, 3, ad 4, 

^ Contra Adimantum Manichaei Liscipulumy Cap. 17, a (PL, 42, 159). 

« Sum. theoL I, II, 91, 5 c. 

94 Deut. 5:16; cf. 22: 7. 

9s l^iddushin 39b. 

^ Cf. above, pp. 302 f. 

97 Mishneh forahy feshidrah VIII, i, 

9* Sum, Theol. I, II, 91, 5 c. 

9 » Contra Faustum Manichaeum IV, Cap. 2 (PL, 42, 217-218), 
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ment, for which reason it is called old; but the promise of 
eternal life belongs to the New Testament.” 

In his grand assault upon traditional philosophy, by his 
denial of the revealed origin of Scripture, Spinoza has 
knocked out the main prop of the view commonly held ever 
since PhUo that the doctrines and commandments of the 
Pentateuch are to be identified with the intellectual and 
moral virtues of the philosophers. The doctrines of the 
Pentateuch, contends Spinoza, reflect the beliefs of simple- 
minded people, from which no knowledge of what philo- 
sophers usually call intellectual virtues can be gained.*®* In- 
deed Scripture teaches what philosophers would call moral 
virtues,*®* but the moral irirtues taught in Scripture are 
based upon faith and not upon philosophy,*®* and they are 
not to be identified with philosophic virtues which are based 
on reason. When therefore he himself sets out to draw up a 
philosophic system of ethics he returns to Aristotle and 
partly also to the Stoics. He discusses all the standard prob- 
lems of ethics, the highest good, the emotions, the virtues, 
the reward of virtue, all in the manner of Aristotle and with- 
out the benefit of scriptural quotations.*®* 

Sum. S^heoL I, II, 91, 5 c. 

Tractatus ^heolopco-PohticuSy di. a {pperuy cd. Gcbhardt, III, p, 09, H 09- 
31); cf. ch. 13. 

IHd.y ch, 13, 

"3 Ihid.y ch. 14, 

Cf. EiMcs III-V, and H, A. Wolfson, The Philosophy ti SpinMy chapters on 
“Emotions,” “Virtues,” and “Love, Immortality, and Bles^ncss.” 
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POLITICAL THEORY 

I. The Mosaic Constitution 

Besides the classification of the laws into the ten com- 
mandments and into positive and negative and into those 
which deal with the relation of men to men and those which 
deal with the relation of men to God, there was in the mind 
of Philo another classification. His identification of the laws 
with what Aristotle calls “practical philosophy,” has led 
him also to divide them, after the manner of the Aristotelian 
division of practical philosophy,' into ethics, household 
management, and state management. “The business of 
life,” that is, practical philosophy, he says, deals with private 
affairs (ISfois), that is, ethics, and with public aifairs (koitois), 
and under the latter he includes household-management 
(olKovofMicfi) and state-management Sometimes 

using the term “ethic” {iiduch) in the general sense of a 
science which “tends to the improvement of human con- 
duct,” he says that it takes various forms: “politic, dealing 
with the state; economic, with the management of a house; 
sympotic, or the art of conviviality, with banquets and fes- 
tiinties; and further we have the kingly faculty dealing with 
the control of men, and the legislative dealing with com- 
mands and prohibitions.” * 

The component parts of the household, according to 
Aristotle, are human beings and property,^ and conse- 
quently under the science of household-management he 

* Diogenes, V, a8; cf, also Plato, Statesman 258 e. 

* Fug. 6, 36; cf. Leg. All III, 9, 30; Jos. 8, 38; in Gen. IV, 165. 

» Ekr. 22, 91, 

* Oecon. 1 , 2, 1343a, 18. 



POLITICAL THEORY 323 

deals with the family * and the manner of procuring and 
preserving property, including under this latter agriculture, 
trade and wage-earning employments,® slavery,’ and interest 
on money.® With this general classification of the topics of 
the science of household-management in mind, Philo chal- 
lenges the man who would have regard only for his individual 
advantage to tell him whether he would do away with 
“honor due to parents, loving care of a wife, brining up 
children, happy and blameless relations with domestic ser- 
vants, management of a house.” » Here, then, we have an 
informal classification of the conventional topics under the 
science of household-management, and all these topics are 
dealt with by him in his exposition of the laws of the Pen- 
tateuch. He deals with laws relating to marriage, divorce, 
inheritance, parents, children, slavery, free labor, land, ani- 
mals, personal property, loans, and interest. Philo expounds 
all these laws in great detail in several of his works.” 

In his challenge to that man who would have regard only 
for his individual advantage Philo also asks him to teU 
whether he would do away with “the government of a city, 
the firm establishment of laws, the guardianship of morals, 
reverence towards elders, respect for the memory of the de- 
parted, fellowship with the living, piety in words and actions 
towards the Deity.” “ Here, then, we have a classification 
of the conventional topics that are usually included under 
the science of government in the works of Plato and Aristotle 
and the Stoics. In all of them religion is considered as one 
of the functions of a state. To Plato, the state is to pro'ride 

s lUi. 1, 3, i343l>, 7-4, 1344a. 

‘ lUi. I, 2, 1343a, 26-30. • lUi. II, 1, 1346a, 13. 

7 Ibid. I, 5, 1344a, 23 fif. » Post. S3, i8i. 

“ De Vita Mosis II, 43, 233-242; He Heealogox De Speeialibus Lephus I-IV; Dt 
VirttUibus. 

“ Post. 53, 181. 
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(^) King 

There is nowhere in Scripture a definite statement as to 
what form of government the Jewish state should take. The 
verse in Deuteronomy about the appointment of a king is 
couched in language which suggests fhat the appointment 
of a king was permissible if it should happen that, in imita- 
tion of all the neighboring nations, the Jews could not resist 
the temptation of having a king set up over them. “When 
thou art come unto the land which the Lord thy God giveth 
thee, and shalt possess it, and shalt dwell therein; and shalt 
say: T will set a king over me, like all the nations that are 
round about me,’ thou shalt in any wise set him king over 
thee, whom the Lord thy God shall choose.” From the 
story in Samuel about the appointment of the first king, in- 
troduced by the words of the elders of Israel to Samuel 
“make us a king to judge us like all the nations” and fol- 
lowed by God’s comment “they have rejected Me, that I 
should not be king over them ” and by Samuel’s unfavorable 
description of kingship,*® it may be gathered that, accord- 
ing to the author of that story in Samuel, kingship was not 
considered either as an obligatory form of government nor 
as the best form of government. In post-Biblical Judaism 
a diflFerence of opinion esdsted as to the meaning of the 
Deuteronomic verse with regard to the appointment of a 
king. Josephus regards it as optional.** In rabbinic sources, 
some authorities are recorded as considering it as optional, 
others as obligatory.** The latter had to explain the re- 
luctance of Samuel in granting the people’s request for a 

Deut. 17; 14-1 5. 

I Sam. 8:4-32; 12: ij, 

« JnU, IV, 8, 17, 223. 

Sifre Beut.y § 156, p. 105a; Midrash tanmlm^ on Deut. 17: 14, pp. 103-104; 
Sanhedrin 20b, 
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king. The explanation offered is that the people were not 
yet ripe for the royal form of government or that the ignorant 
elements of the population couched their demand for a king 
in the wrong term, namely, their desire to have a king “like 
all the nations.” 

Nor is there in the Pentateuch any definite statement as 
to the manner in which a king is to come to office. In the 
Pentateuch it only says: “Thou shalt in any wise set him a 
king over thee, whom the Lord thy God shall choose.” In 
the case of Moses, who according to Jewish tradition based 
upon the verse “And he was king in Jeshurun” ** held the 
office of king, there seems to be a difference of opinion as to 
the manner in which he came to office.®'* There is one state- 
ment in which it is said that he was appointed by God,*'^ 
but there is another statement in which it is intimated that 
he was king by virtue of his election by the assembly of the 
seventy elders.®* In the case of Saul and David, Saul is said 
to have been first chosen by God through the prophet 
Samuel®’ and then chosen by lot.*® David, again, is said 
to have been chosen by God through the prophet Samuel 
and then anointed first by “the men of Judah” *® and later 
again by “all the elders of Israel.” ** 

Of these four methods of election of a king, lots, prophet, 
all the people, the elders of the people, the first is never men- 
tioned in post-Biblical literature. The other three are men- 

Ibid* 

Deut, 17: 15. 

« Deut. 33: 5. 

Cf. Ginzberg, ^ke Legends of the Jews^ III, 153-154; 455. 

*7 Exodus Rdhbah 40, a. 

** Midrash ^Tannaim, on Deut, 33; 5, p. 213. 

I Sam. 9; 15-17. 

^ I Sam. 10; 20-21. According to tradition, lots were also used in the selection 
of the seventy elders by Moses (cf. Sifre Num.y 95, F, p. 26a; H, p. 95). 

^ I Sam. 16: 1-13, 

H Sam. 2; 4. 


^ II Sam. 5: 3. 
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tioned in various sources. In the First Book of Maccabees, 
when Simon the Maccabean was made high priest (Apxwpei*) 
and captain {aTpdTiiybs) and governor {lOvkpxv^l fiyobpevos),^* 
with all the dignities and honors of a king,” though without 
the title of king, it is said first that “the Jews and priests 
were pleased ” that he should be all these and then that 
“all the people consented to ordain for Simon” all these, 
with the proviso, however, “until a faithful prophet should 
arise.” The implication of all this is that, according to the 
understanding at that time of the scriptural law, such an 
election had to be made by (a) a prophet and by (b) the 
people, but, inasmuch as there was no prophet by whom 
Simon could be chosen, his choice was made by the people 
“until a faithful prophet should arise.” In the Tannaitic 
literature, one source, using as proof-text the cases of Saul 
and David, declares that a king is to be chosen by a prophet;^® 
another source, evidently dealing with the time after the 
close of prophecy, declares that a king is to be set up by a 
council of seventy-one members.^* 

Nor, finally, is there in the Pentateuch any definite state- 
ment as to how long the office should be held by the king, 

I Macc. 14: 41. 47! 13: 4»; 15: *• 

« Ihd. 14: 43, 44. 

3® IMd, 14: 41, 

37 Uid, 14; 46. 

3* IMd, 14: 4X* 

39 Or it may also mean that his rule was to be temporary, as a true ruler of the 
house of David would ultimately be announced by a faithful prophet, Cf, H, 
Graetz, Qeschichte der Juden^^ III, p. 59; S. Krauss, ** Simon Maccabacus,” 

Enc. XI, 371; J. Kiausner, Ha-^Edayon ha-MesUM he-Yisra* el, p. 164* 

Midrash ^annaim, on Deut. 17: 16, p. 104; cf. Stfre Beut,, § 157, F, p. 105a; 
HF, p. 208. 

Sanhedrin III, 4. Maimonides, in Misheh Torahi Melakim 1, 3, referring 
to Biblical time says the election of a king is to be by seventy elders and a prophet. 
In Sanhedrin V, i, he says the election of a king is to be by a council of seventy- 
one elders, evidently referring to post-Biblical times. Cf, Ritter, Philo und the 
Halacha, p. loo, n. 2. 
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and as to whether the office of king should be hereditary. All 
that is said on this point is that the king should observe the 
Law “to the end that he may prolong his days in his king- 
dom, he and his children, in the midst of Israel.” ^ This 
implies lifelong tenure of office and heredity, but, both are 
conditioned on merit. When David became king, however, 
he was promised by God through Nathan the prophet that 
his throne “shall be established for ever.” This continuity 
of the Davidic dynasty, as would seem from Scripture, was 
not to be conditioned on the merits of his successors, for it 
says that “if his children forsake My law, . . . then will I 
visit their transgressions with the rod . . . but My mercy 
will not break off from him, ... his seed shall endure for 
ever, and his throne as the sun before Me.” ^ 

In post-Biblical literature it is generally assumed that the 
statement in Deuteronomy “to the end that he may prolong 
his days in his kingdom, he, and his children ” means that 
the office is of lifelong tenure and is hereditary, provided the 
children are qualified for the office by merit.^® This concep- 
tion of the royal office as hereditary, but conditioned on 
merit, is also implied in the discussion of Joshua’s succession 
to Moses. There are three traditions on this point. First, 
Moses is represented as having expected his sons to inherit 
his office of king in accordance with the general law of in- 
heritance, but God told him that Joshua was more deserv- 
ing than they, for “while thy sons sat idle and neglected the 
study of the Torah, Joshua attended much upon thee and 
paid much r^ard to thee and studied early and late in thy 

Deut. 17: 20. 

^3 II Sam. 7: 16. 

Ps, 89:31-37. 

^ Deut. 17: 20. 

Midrash tannaim^ on Deut. 17:20, p. 106; Horayot iib; Shekalim II, 
15; Sifre § 162, F^p. io6a; HF, pp. 212-213. 
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schoolhouse and did also arrange the benches and spread the 
mats.” Second, Moses is represented as having desired to 
be succeeded by his sons as kings, but God told him that 
kingship was in His design to be given to David and his 
descendants.**® Third, Moses is represented as having him- 
self desired that Joshua should succeed him in preference to 
his own sons.^’ In the case of the dynasty of David, its 
perpetuity is assumed without any attached condition.*® 

Philo, in his restatement of the Pentateuchal laws with 
regard to the government of the state, probably assumes, 
as did some of the exponents of Jewish tradition,** that 
kingship is the prescribed form of government.*® Following 
strictly the Mosaic legislation and in conformity with post- 
Biblical Jewish tradition which passes over in silence the 
precedent of casting lots in the case of the election of Saul, 
Philo declares that “Moses does not even mention appoint- 
ment of rulers by lot, but determines to institute app>oint- 
ment by election” and by the free choice of the “whole 
multitude” (o^pTrava ^ xXj/fffe).** This statement is pre- 
ceded by a diatribe against “some [legislators who] have 
introduced the system of filling magistrates by lot.” ** 
Elsewhere he condemns also the election of rulers “by the 
votes of men for the most part hirelings.” *® His criticism of 
election by lots is evidently directed against Plato and 
Aristotle, both of whom recommend that method of elec- 

47 Numbers Kabbah ai, 14J tanhuma^ Phinehas u; cf. Ginzbcrg, The JLe^nds of 
the Jews^ III, 398. 

4 * Exodus Kabbah a, 6. 

49 Sijre Zuta^ on Num. 27: 18, 22; Sifre Num.y § I40> F, p* 526; H, p. 186; cf. 
Ginzbcrg, The Legends of the fews. III, 400; VI, p. 142, n. 837. 

s® Cf. Sirach 47; ii, 22; 48: 15; I Macc. 2; 57; Psalms of Solompn 17: 5 (4). 

Cf. above, p. 325. 

5 * Kpec* IV, 30, 157. Cf. Ritter, Philo und die Halacha^ p, 100; Heanemann^ 
Bildung^ p. 184, 

« Ibid, S4 Ibid,y 29, 151-156; cf. Mut, 28, 1 51. « Mut, 28, 151. 
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tion.s® His mention of election “by votes of men for the 
most part hirelings” undoubtedly refers to events in the 
Roman principate to which he refers also elsewhere in his 
statement that Moses was “invested with this office of king- 
ship, not like some of those who thrust themselves into 
position of power by means of arms and engines of war and 
strength of infantry, cavalry, and navy, but on account of 
his goodness and nobility of conduct and the universal be- 
nevolence which he never failed to show.” His emphasis 
upon the fact that the king is to be elected by the “whole 
multitude” is obviously in criticism of those views which 
would restrict the right of electing rulers only to some of the 
citizens,®* to be determined by qualifications of property or 
of birth. His omission, however, to mention the council of 
elders as being intrusted with the power of electing a king 
is due to the fact, as we shall see later,®’ that according to his 
conception of the Mosaic constitution no specific provision 
was made by it for the continued existence of a council of 
seventy elders. Again, like one of the two Tannaitic sources 
referred to above,®" he makes no mention of the election of 
kings by a prophet. 

Still the divine element is not missing in the election of 
kings. Drawing evidently upon the wording of the verse 
“thou shalt in any wise set him king over thee, whom the 
Lord thy God shall choose,” ®* he declares that even though 
the election of the king is done by the people, “ God himself 
will add this vote in favor of such an election and set His 
seal to ratify it,” ®" that is to say, the choice of the people is 
an expression of the will of God. In another place, drawing 

s® Plato, Lams VI, 759 b; Aristotle, PoHhea IV, 9, 1294b, 7-8. 

S’ Mos. I, 27, 148; cf. S. Tracy, Philo Judaeus and the Roman Principate (Wil- 
liamsport: 1933), p. 50. s» Cf. above, p. 327. 

s* Aristotle, Pohtica IV, 1 5, 1300a, 15. * Dent. 17:15. 

ss Cf. below, p. 35a s> Spec. IV, 30, 157. 
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upon the verse “thou art a king from God among us,” he 
rephrases it in philosophic language, declaring that rulers 
are “appointed for ever by nature herself,” that is to say, 
by God himself. The king selected by the people is to be 
assumed he says, to “have been judged worthy to fill the 
highest and most important office.” What he means by this 
divine element in the vote of the people is explained by him 
in his statement with regard to the manner in which Moses 
was elected to the office of king. Combining the two Jewish 
traditions, one that Moses was appointed by God and the 
other that Moses was elected by the people through their 
representatives in the assembly of the seventy elders,®® he 
says that “he was appointed by God with the free consent 
of those who were to be governed by him, for God wrought 
in his subjects a willingness to make such a voluntary 
choice,” ®^ but in order to show that his recognition of a di- 
vine source for royal authority is not to be confused with 
the common pagan conception that the king in person is 
divine and is to be worshiped,®* he says that “in his material 
substance a king is equal to every man, but in the power of 
his authoritiy and rank he is like the God of all, for there is 
nothing on earth that is higher than he.” ®» 

Similarly in accordance with native Jewish tradition is 
his treatment of the problem of the length of the king’s 
tenure of office and the problem of succession. 

The office of king is to be held for life, and he criticizes 
those who elect rulers only “for a short time,” ^ evidently 

^3 Gen. 23: 6 (LXX). “ Cf. above, p. 326. 

Mut, 28, 1 51-1 52. Pram, 9, 54. 

^ Spec, IV, 33, 170. ** Cf. above, 1 , 14, 29. 

Fragmentay Richter, VI, pp. 235-236 (M. II, 673); cf. Goodcnough, PolU 
ties of Philo Judaeus ypp, On the traditional Jewish conception as to the 

divine element in kingship, see Ch. Tchernowitz, Sioledoth ha^Halakah I, ii, pp. 14- 
17 * 

Miit. 28, 151. 
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referring to the office of royalty of ancient Hellas which, 
according to Aristotle, was sometimes held “until certain 
fixed limits of time.” He is silent on the question whether 
the office is to be hereditary or not. In his comment on the 
verse “to the end that he may prolong his days in his king- 
dom, he and his children, in the midst of the children of 
Israel,” he interprets it allegorically, maintaining that the 
verse does not mean to teach that God “grants him long 
years of life in presiding over the state, but to teach the 
ignorant that the law-abiding ruler, even when deceased, 
lives an age-long life through the actions which he leaves 
behind him as immortal, monuments of high excellence 
which can never be destroyed.” In this allegorical inter- 
pretation, then, the phrase “and his children” is evidently 
taken by him to mean “the actions which he leaves behind 
him.” But, as in all his allegorical interpretations of legal 
passages, the literal meaning is not wholly to be discarded. 
Literally the law means to him, as it does in native Jewish 
tradition, that the office is hereditary, but conditioned on 
merit. This may be gathered from the address to Moses 
which he puts in the mouth of an imaginary person. In that 
address Philo makes the imaginary person say to Moses: 
“Master, what do you mean, have you not lawful sons, have 
you not nephews? Bequeath the sovereignty to your sons 
as first choice, for they naturally take precedence as heirs, 
or, if you reject them, at least to your nephews.” The 
meaning of this would seem to be that lawfully the office 

PolitUa III, 14, ia85a, 34-35. 

Deut. 17: so (LXX). 

” Spec. IV, 32, i6g. Cf. rabbinic non-literal interpretation of the words “that 
thou mayest prolong thy days” (Deut. 22: 7) as referring to the hereafter 
dusUn 39b; Hullin 142a) and also the statement “no monuments are set up for 
the righteous; thdr words are thdr monuments” {Genesis Raihdh 82, 10; Jer. 
Shekalim II, 7, 47a). 

« Vsrt. 10, 59. 
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belonged first to his sons and next to his nephews. This cor- 
responds exactly to the view of the rabbis that “kingship 
passes as an inheritance to sons, and he who has precedence 
in inheritance in general has precedence in the inheritance 
of the office of king.” Philo seems to treat Moses’ be- 
queathal of his office to Joshua rather than to his sons or 
nephews as a case of disinheritance, and the reason for that, 
as suggested by Philo, is the possibility that “ the claims of 
his sons were under suspicion ” and that Joshua was more 
worthy than they on the ground that he was “ the imitator 
of his amiable characteristics.” ” This, again, is exactly 
like the expression used by the rabbis, namely, “provided 
the son conducts himself in the manner of his fathers.” 
This native Jewish view that no man is elected to the office 
of king or inherits the office of king unless he is worthy of it 
is expressed by Philo also in a statement, couched in philo- 
sophic language, that “no foolish man is a king even though 
he is invested with supreme power by sea and land, but he 
only is a king who is a virtuovB and God-loving man.” 
No reference is made by Philo to the hereditary dynasty of 
David, evidently because he was writing on the ideal state 
as it was outlined in the laws of Moses and not on the history 
of the Jewish state. David is once mentioned by him by 
name and is referred to as “psalmist” only,*® and when the 
psalms are quoted David is referred to as “a prophet” •* or 
a “divinely inspired man” or “a member of Moses’ fel- 
lowship.” ** Similarly Solomon, who is also mentioned by 

« Midrash Tannaim, on Dent. 17: ao, p. 106; Bhe\dlm 11 , 15. 

VirU 9, 53. Ibid, il, 66. 

7 * She^Iim II, 15; cf. Midrash ^annaim^ on Dcut. 17; ao, p. 106. 

7 ? Fragmcnta^ Richter, VI, 215 (M, II, 657). Heinemann {Biidung, p. 183) uses 
this quotation as proof of the influence of Hellenic culture upon Philo's conception 
of kingdom. 

Co;?/', a8, 149. 

Agr. 12, 50. 


** Plant, 7, 09. 
*3 Ibid, 9, 39. 
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him only once by name, is referred to only as the author of 
Proverbs and is described as “one of the disciples of Moses” 
or “some one of the men of the divine company.” 

The duties and powers of a king as conceived in Jewish 
tradition rest upon the Mosaic laws in Deuteronomy and 
upon Samuel’s address in which, in answer to the people’s 
request for a king, he undertook to describe for them “the 
prerogative of the king who shall reign over them.” The 
powers enumerated by Samuel are those of levying taxes in 
money and in forced labor. The people themselves men- 
tioned that the king was to judge them and to lead them in 
war.*'' In post-Biblical Jewish law, based upon the state- 
ments in the Book of Samuel, taxation and leadership in war 
are considered the chief prerogatives of a king.®* Neither 
of these two prerogatives is dwelt upon by Philo, evidently 
because they are not mentioned in the Pentateuch, for, as 
we have already seen, his purpose was to describe the 
Mosaic constitution and not the actual working of that con- 
stitution in Jewish history. The duties and functions which 
he does ascribe to a king are fourfold: (i) He is to rule and 
judge the people in accordance with the law.*® (2) He is to 
appoint subordinates to act in his place in minor matters.’® 
(3) He is to rule the people for their benefit and judge them 
with righteousness.’^ (4) He is to defer in doubtful cases to 
legai authorities.’* Though none of these four duties is 
definitely said in the Pentateuch to be the duties of a king, 

CMgr. 31, 177. 

JEM 8, 31. 

^ I Sam. 8: 9 fF. On the powers of a king, see Ch. Tchernowitz, T oledoth ha^ 
Halakah I, ii, pp. 113 

I Sam, 8; cio. 

** ikf. Sanhedrin II, 4; Sanhedrin 20b; cf. Maimonides, Mishneh T ^ahy Melakim 

Spec. IV, 32, 160-169. w Ibid.y 35, 183-187. 

^ lhid.y 33, 170-175, sa md.y 36, 188-192. 
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still Philo, we shall try to show, was not without justification 
in describing them as royal duties. 

The first duty ascribed by Philo to the king, that of acting 
as judge, would seem to have been derived by him from the 
verse in which the king is ordered, upon his assumption of 
office, to write out a copy of the Law and to have it with him 
and to read therein all the days of his life in order “that he 
may learn to fear the Lord his God, to keep all the words 
of this law and these statutes, to do them.” ’’ In the Septu- 
agint the last part of the statement reads: “and to keep all 
these commandments (^toXAs) and to do (iroieu') all these 
statutes (StKa:^/tara).” We have translated the Greek SiKaub- 
(lara here by “statutes” on the basis of its underlying He- 
brew of which it occurs as a translation also in 

other places in the Septuagint. But it is not impossible that 
Philo took this term here in its original Greek sense of 
“acts of justice” or “just claims,” in which sense the term 
is also sometimes used in the Septuagint.’"* The last words 
of the statement accordingly meant to him that the king 
was to administer justice. For such an understanding of 
the verse he could have derived support from the fact that 
Moses, David, and Solomon, all in their capacity as kings, 
were also judges.’* He could have also derived support 
from the verses “O house of David, thus saith the Lord, 
administer justice (Kplfia) in the morning” and “the king 
that faithfully judgeth the poor, his throne shall be estab- 
lished for ever.” Similarly when the rabbis interpret the 
verse commanding that a copy of the book of the Law “shall 

» Deut. 17: 18-19, 

w Cf. Deut. 10: 18; I Kings 8*45, 59, as a translation of the Hebrew mishpai^ 
and Jer. ii; 20y as a translation of the Hebrew rik 

9 s Exod. 18: 13; II Sam. 14: 5 ff.; 15: a; I Kings 3: 16 ff. 

Jer. 21: 12. 

Prov. 29; 14. 
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be with him” to mean that “when he sits in judgment it 
shall be with him,” ” the implication is that they under- 
stood the verse to mean that the king acts as judge. This, 
we may assume, was the original law. It was only during 
the time of Alexander Jannaeus that a new law was en- 
acted, according to which non-Davidic kings were not to 
act as judges.”® This scriptural and traditional Jewish view 
about the judicial function of the king is often expressed by 
Philo in words, which reflect a similar Greek conception of 
kingship, namely, that “it is a king’s duty to command 
what is right and forbid what is wrong” or that the royal 
power “is the root of the punishing and the law-making 
power.” 

The other three duties ascribed by him to the king are 
based upon verses in the Pentateuch which do not directly 
deal with kings. The verse upon which the second duty rests 
reads only: “Ye shall do no unrighteousness in judgment: 


Deut. 17; 19. Sanhedrin 19a; Af. Sanhedrin II, 2, 

w M. Sanhedrin II, 4. Mos. II, i, 4. 

loa In Exod. II, 68. 

Heinemann’s view is that Philo’s attribution of judicial power to kings is of 
non-Jewish origin, for the following reasons: (i) Philo had but little acquaintance 
with the books of Samuel, Kings, and Proverbs, where kings are described as 
judges. (2) Deuteronomy does not confer upon kings judicial powers. (3) The 
statement in M. Sanhedrin II, 2 that a king cannot be a judge represents the old 
tradition; the distinction between non-Davidic kings and Davidic kings is a later 
innovation. (4) Philo quotes Greek sayings in support of the judicial function of 
kings (cf. BiUungy pp. 183-184). 

In answer to all Aese points, it may be said; (i) No one knows how much Philo 
was acquainted with the books of Samuel, Kangs, and Proverbs. All these books, 
we know, are quoted by him. (2) In Deuteronomy, as we have shown, Philo could 
have found a direct statement as to the ju<Kcial power of a king. (3) That kings, 
according to Deuteronomy, are judges is definitely stated in M, Sanhedrin II, 4, 
and consequently the statement in II, 2 that kings cannot be judges must inevitably 
refer, as is explmned in the Talmud, to a later act of legislation (cf. J. Juster, 
Lei Juifs dans f Empire Romainy II, p, 127, n. 2). (4) Philo’s quotations of Greek 
sayings about the judidal function of kings is in accordance with his general practice 
of quoting Gredc authorities in support of scriptural teachings. 
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thou shalt not respect the person of the mighty. In righteous- 
ness shalt thou judge thy neighbor. Thou shalt not go about 
with deceit among thy people.’' The verse upon which 
the third duty rests only reads: “Judges and officers shalt 
thou make thee in all thy gates.” The verse upon which 
the fourth duty rests only reads: “If there arise matters 
too hard for thee in judgment . . . thou shalt come unto the 
priests, the levites, and unto the judge that shall be in 
those days.” In none of these laws is the word king men- 
tioned. But inasmuch as in the first duty which he assigns 
to the king Philo assumes that the king is to act as judge, 
it was quite natural for him to interpret all those verses 
dealing with the administration of justice to apply to the 
king. 

{h) High Priest 

The conception of high priesthood with which Philo, 
started and upon which he based his own discussion of the 
subject is that which one may gather from the Pentateuch 
and post-scriptural native Jewish tradition. Moses, ac- 
cording to Jewish tradition, supported by the verse “Moses 
and Aaron among his priests,” was not only king but also 
priest. Originally, so the tradition runs, it was God’s de- 
sign that Moses should be priest and Aaron only a levite, but 
as a punishment for Moses’ hesitation to undertake his 
mission to Egypt the priesthood was transferred to Aaron. 
Moses officiated as high priest during the week of the in- 
stallation of Aaron, but even after that, according to one 
view, he continued to officiate together with Aaron.**^ The 

Lev. 19; 15-16. In Spec. IV, 35, 183, Philo quotes only the last part of this 
verse. Cf. Colson, ad loc, Deut. 17: 8-9. 

Deut. 16: 18. Cf. below, pp. 345-348. Ps. 99; 6. 

Z^haJfim 102a; Leviticus BMdh ii, 6; Ginzberg, ^he Legends oj the Jews^ 
II, 139; V, 422,11.139. 
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priesthood is explicitly said to descend to the sons of Aaron.”* 
From among these priests a high priest is elected by a court 
of seventy-one members.”’ The office of the high priest is 
hereditary, the order of succession following the regular law 
of inheritance, but this is conditioned upon the qualifica- 
tions of the son in piety.”® 

Philo follows the same outline. Moses, besides being king, 
was also high priest, and in this capacity he built the taber- 
nacle and its equipment and designed the vesture of the 
high priest and of the ordinary priests, all of these, of course, 
by the direction of God.”* Then, when he was about to 
select permanent priests to perform the service in the 
Tabernacle, he did not select his sons, because “neither of 
his sons, of whom he had two, did he judge worthy of this 
distinction.” *** He selected Aaron as high priest “because 
of his superior virtue” and he appointed Aaron’s sons as 
priests also because of “the piety and holiness which he 
observed in their characters.” *** But having selected them, 
naturally by the order of God, “he installed them in office 
with the consent of the whole nation.” **^ During the seven 
days of installation, Moses himself, as is told in the Pen- 
tateuch, officiated as priest.”® Whether he continued to 
officiate as priest even after that Philo does not say. The 
reason, according to Philo, why the sons of Aaron, who were 
found morally worthy to be priests and hence could not be 
assumed to be unworthy to be kings,**® were not selected 
by Moses to succeed him as kings is that “very likely he 

Exod. 40; 15. 

Sanhedrin III, 4. 

Sijra^ Savy?erel 5, pp. 3id-32a; Ahre^ Pere^ 8, p, 83b; Midrash Tannainiy 
on Deut, 17: ao, p. 106. 

*** Mos. II, 15, 71 S, «4 Ihid., 143. 

*** Ihid.y a8, 142. Ibid,^ 28, 143-30, 152; cf. Lev. 8: 30-9: 24. 

Ihid. ^ Virt. 9, 53. 
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considered that it was impossible for the same persons to do 
justice to both offices, the priesthood and the royal author- 
ity, one of which professes the service of God, the other 
guardianship of men.” There is in these words the un- 
mistakable ring of a criticism of a theory or a practice to 
combine these two offices, and the theory or practice alluded 
to may be that of ancient Greece and Egypt or of Rome in 
his own time.”* He, himself, refers to such non-Jewish 
theory and practice when he speaks of “andent kings” who 
“were at the same time also priests.” Or perhaps it may 
be a repercussion of the smoldering criticism that prevailed 
among certain Jews in Palestine against the Maccabees for 
combining the royal and priestly office.”” 

With the appointment of Aaron and his sons to the priest- 
hood, the office was to remain within that family to eter- 
nity,”* which means that it is to be hereditary. Accordingly 
in his summarization of the laws of marriage which are to 
govern priests he says that they provide for the “pure de- 
scent from a noble stock.” No rules for the appointment 
and succession of high priests are mentioned by him. But 
indirectly we may gather from his writings his view as to at 
least one rule governing the succession of high priests. In 
his comment on the verse \rith regard to Phinehas, “and it 
shall be unto him, and to his seed after him, the covenant 
of an everlasting priesthood,” he paraphrases the last 

“7 lUd., 9, 54. 

But see Goodenough, By Ught^ Lights p. 190; the Politics of Philo Judaeus^ 

pp. 97 ff. 

in Exod, II, 105; cf. below, p. 344. 

Concerning which, see V. Aptowitzcr, Parteipolitik der Hasmonderzeit^ 1927, 
pp. 49-^3. 

Mos. II, 34, 186; cf. Badt in PMlos Werke and Colson, both ad loc,, on the 
question whether this verse is to be taken literally as referring to the priestly tribe 
of Aaron or symbolically as referring to Israel or the soul. 

Spec. 1 , 16, 82. Num. 25: 13. 
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words to mean “complete possession (TrayKpaTtjcrla) of the 
priesthood, a heritage to himself and his family which none 
could take from them.” The substitution of the words 
“complete possession of the priesthood” for the original 
word “priesthood” is undoubtedly meant by Philo to in- 
terpret the verse as meaning that the high priesthood is to 
belong to the family of Phinehas, and this evidently in order 
to obviate the difficxilty that the priesthood had already be- 
longed to Phinehas by virtue of his being a son of Aaron. 
Similarly in Palestinian literature, in order to obviate this 
difficulty, one of the explanations given is that the reference 
here is to the high priesthood, and to prove this it is added 
that eighteen high priests during the period of the first 
Temple were descendants of Phinehas.”* So also Ben-Sira 
takes the “covenant of an everlasting priesthood” promised 
to Phinehas to refer to the high priesthood and prays on 
behalf of the high priest Simeon; “May His mercy be estab- 
lished with Simeon, and may He raise up for him the coven- 
ant of Phinehas.” Philo does not e^qjlicitly say that un- 
fitness with reference to piety would disqualify one from 
succeeding his father in the office of high priesthood. But 
virtuous perfection is set up by him as a moral, if not a legal, 
requirement even for the subordinate priests. Commenting 
upon the laws of bodily perfection which are to govern 
priests, he says that “all these seem to me to symbolize per- 
fection of soul ” ”* and to provide for the perfection of 
priests “both of body and soul.””* When, therefore, he 

Mos. 1, 55, 304. 

Sifre Nam., § 131 on Num. 13, F, p. 48b; H, p. 173. The other explana- 
don is that PHnehas, owing to his absence at the dnxe of the installation of Aaron 
and his sons in the priesthood, was not made priest until after he had shown his 2eal 
for God; cf. Zthahim loib. 

^ Sirach 45: 23-24, 

Sirach 50: 24. »» Ihid*^ 82. 
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says that the “trae priest” is “advanced to the service of 
the Truly Existent not more by birth than by virtue,” he 
does not mean to deny the principle of heredity in priest- 
hood. Ail he means to say is that, inasmuch as the first 
priests were chosen on the ground of their superior virtue 
and inasmuch also as the later hereditary priests are to be 
perfect in virtue, the true priest may be said to attain to his 
office not merely by birth but also by virtue. 

In the Pentateuch priests are presented as having a two- 
fold function. Primarily they are to be in charge of the sacred 
rites in the sanctuary.'** But secondarily they are also to be 
the interpreters of the law both as teachers and judges.'** In 
the post-Biblical period, after the restoration from the 
Babylonian exile, with the rise of lay scribes and scholars, 
the priests still continued to dominate whatever organized 
bodies existed for the interpretation of the Law until shortly 
before the time of the Maccabean uprising. In Palestine, 
from that time on the function of the priests as the cus- 
todians of the Law and its interpreters disappeared. In 
Alexandria, however, where the Jewish community was 
established by Palestinian Jews at a time when in Palestine 
the priests were still the interpreters of the Law, the priests 
would seem to have continued to function in that capacity 
until a much later time. In his own community, during his 
own time, Philo reports that priests, together with others 
who were not priests, read and interpreted the laws to the 
people on Sabbaths.'** In accordance with all this, Philo 
describes the function of priests as bring twofold, that of 

Ibid, IV, 36, 192* 

*3* Exod. 28; iff, 

Deut. 17: 8-9; ai; 5; 33: 10; lasu 28:7; Jer. 2: 8; 18: 18; Ezek* 7: 26; Hos. 
4: 6 ; Micah 3; ii. On priests as judges, see Ch. Tchcmotntz, T okdotk ha-Halakah 
I,ii, PP*64ff* 

Fragmenta^ Richter, VI, pp. 181-182 (M. II, 680-681). 
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having charge of the sacred rites and that of being the 
interpreter of the law.**® The first function belongs to them 
by right of birth and inheritance and cannot therefore be 
transferred to non-priests; the second function, however, be- 
longs to them only by virtue of their special training and 
may therefore be transferred to non-priests who possess a 
knowledge of the law. The second function is assigned to 
priests, says Philo, for two reasons. First, they are especially 
trained for it.**® Second, “the true priest is necessarily a 
prophet, advanced to the service of the Truly Existent not 
more by birth than by virtue, and to the prophet nothing is 
unknown.” **’ What he means to say is that the priest is 
more likely to have a knowledge of the Law in cases where 
the question cannot be decided by reasoning, for, owing to his 
virtuous character, he may receive knowledge by divine in- 
spiration. Prophet here is used in the sense of scholar, and 
perhaps especially in the sense of a scholar who is aided in the 
acquisition of knowledge by divine inspiration.**® 

The functions of the king and the high priest are according 
to Mosaic law so clearly delimited that in the words of Philo 
the high priest “professes the service of God,” whereas the 
king professes “guardianship of men,” **’ Theoretically, 
therefore, in matters of the government of the state, the two 
ofiices should not come into conflict with one another and 
there should be no question of precedence between them. 
StiU, with r^ards to matters of dignity and honors, different 
opinions are expressed in post-Biblical Jewish literature as to 
which one of these offices is prior to the other. 

^ Cf. Mas. II, 1, 5; 15, 71 fF.; Fraem. 9, 56. Spec. IV, 36, 190. 

191. *37 192; cf. above, p. 14, n. 31. 

Cf. above, p. 53. So also Josephus, in Antt. IV, 8, 14, 218, substitutes for 
“the judge’* in Deut, 17: 9 the words “the prophet and the council of elders,” evi- 
dently using the term “prophet” in the sense of one trained in the Law. 

* 3 > Virt, 9, 54; cf. below, p. 344. 
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In the Testament of Judah it is said that the Lord “set 
the kingdom beneath the priesthood,” for to the former 
“He gave the things upon the earth” and to the latter “the 
things in heaven” and, “as the heaven is higher than the 
earth, so is the priesthood of God higher than the earthly 
kingdom, unless it falls away through sin from the Lord and 
is dominated by the earthly kingdom.” In a Baraita, 
with reference to the ransom of captives, the order priority 
is said to be scholar, king, high priest, and prophet,'^' the 
proof-text for the priority of king to high priest is the verse 
wherein David says to Zadok the priest and Nathan the 
prophet “ take with you the servants of your lord,” thus 
David calling himself the lord of the high priest. In a Tan- 
naitic Midrash, however, in a comment upon the verse "and 
he (i.e., Joshua) shall stand before Eleazar the priest,” 
it is said: “the Holy One blessed by He has apportioned such 
dignity to Eleazar that even a king (i.e., Joshua) is to stand 
before him.” The implication of the priority of high 
priesthood to kingship is also to be noticed in the order in 
which the terms are arranged in the statement of the Mish- 
nah that “there are three crowns: the crown of Torah, the 
crown of priesthood, and the crown of royalty.” In Philo, 
the words of the Testament of Judah as to the priority of 
high priesthood to royalty is put into the mouth of Agrippa I, 
when he is made to say that his ancestors thought that “ the 
high priesthood is as much superior to the power of a king 
as God is superior to man, for the one is occupied in render- 


Testament of Judah 21; 2^-4. ^ J Kings i; 33* 

Horayot 13a; Jer, Horayot III, 7, 48b. Num. 27: 21. 

^ Sifre Zuta^ on Num. 27; 21; Maimonides, Mishnth Torahi Melakim II, 5; 
cf. commentary Amhuha de^Sifre by Jacob Ze'eb Jo^owitz on Stjre ad 
loc*y p. 477, n. 31; CL Tchemowitz, fokdoth ha-Ealakah^ 1 , ii, pp. 56-59. 

M, Abot IV, 13; the order in a corresponding passage in Yoma 72b is priest- 
hood, Torah, and royalty, or, literally, altar, arc [of the Law], and [royal] table. 
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ing service to God, and the other has only the care of gov- 
erning men.” Again, commenting upon the fact that the 
high priest is to wear a miter,*'*^ Philo says that "in setting 
a miter on the priest’s head, instead of a diadem, he ex- 
presses his judgment that he who is consecrated to God is, 
during the time of his exercising his office, superior to all 
others, not only the ordinary laymen, but even kings.” 
Note the qualification "during the time of his exercising 
his office.” Similarly in his explanation of why Aaron and 
his sons themselves are ordered to light the lamp,*'** he says 
that it is "because nothing is more pleasant and agreeable 
or glorious than to devote one’s attention to God, which 
service surpasses even great royal power,” and to show the 
importance of performing this service to God personally, 
without entrusting them to others, he refers to the ancient 
custom among non- Jews of having kings officiate as priests: 
"To me, however, it seems that the ancient kings were at 
the same time also priests, in order publicly to show by their 
service that it is necessary that they who rul? others should 
themselves respectfully worship God.” Previous to that 
in the same passage, trying to explain the meaning of this 
order to Aaron and his sons to light the lamp by them- 
selves, he says that it is meant to be a censure of "the 
negligence of their successors in later times who on account 
of their indolence entrusted the service of the holy things 
to their second and third assistants.” The reference is 

Legat, 36, 278; cf. above, p. 342. 

Exod. 28: 4. M» Exod. 27: 21. 

Mos. II, 26, 131. ^a. in Exod. II, 105. 

lUd. Goodeaoogh takes tlus passage to mean that Aaron and his sons be- 
came Mngs, and paraphrases it as foUows: “Aaron and his sons have been initiated 
for the divine mimstry and have become greater Idngs than the Great King; like 
all kings they must thus be pnests and serve God if they are to rule others” {By 
light, light, p. J13). I cannot accept this interpretation for the following reasons. 
First, in Vht. 9, 53, Philo definitely says that the sons of Aaron were only priests 
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undoubtedly to the actual practice in the Temple of Jerusa- 
lem, as Philo himself observed it there, of assigning the task 
of lighting the perpetual lamp to one of the subordinate 
priests by means of lots.'^ 

(c) Judges and Officers 

In the constitution established by Moses there is also a 
provision for two classes of officers described in the Penta- 
teuch by two terms; (i) shqfeiim, “judges,” and (2) sho- 
terim” “officers,” the latter term of which in this place 
is translated in the Septuagint by ypaitfiaroturaytayets, and 
elsewhere simply by ypappareis, terms which in Egyptian 
Greek mean “officers.” From the few places where the 
function of the shoferim is described we may gather that 
they made proclamations *** and conveyed orders to the 
people in time of war and that during the sojourn of Israel 
in Egypt they were Israelite officers subordinate to Egyptian 
taskmasters supervising the forced labor of the Israelites,'®’ 
In rabbinic tradition shoterim are said to be “the managers 
that lead or rule the community” or those who enforce 
the law,'®» As to who appoints these judges and these com- 
mimity rulers who enforce the law, the Pentateuch does not 

and did not succeed Moses as kings. Second, this is quite obviously not the mean- 
ing of the passage. The passage be^ns with the following statement: “He re- 
ceived Aaron as one initialed by divine influence and as one endowed with prophetic 
spirit, reprehending the negligence of priests following afterwards, who on account 
of their indolence entrusted the service of the holy things to their second or third 
assistants.” Then follows the passage quoted in the text. It is quite evident that 
the example of ancient kings is brought in only to show the importance of personally 
servmg God on the part of those who rule others. The criticism of priests of later 
generations refers to the actual practice in the Temple. 

M, Tamid III, i and 9; M, Yoma II, 3. On Pltilo's pilgrimage to the Temple, 
see above, p. 242. 

Deut. 16; 18, 

Cf. G. A. Deissmann, Studies^ P» 

Deut. 20: 5, 8, 9. 

Josh. 1: 10; 3: 2. *»* Tan^ma^ Skqfe(im^ § a. 

w Cf. £xod. 5; ti, 10, 14-16. Pisikta PMati^ § 33, p. 149b- 
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say. The commandment on this point simply reads: “Judges 
and officers shalt thou appoint thee in all thy gates.” In 
the Pentateuch, we are told that the first judges and officers 
were appointed by Moses himself,'®* who, according to 
native Jewish tradition and Philo, was king.'®* Who ap- 
pointed the judges from the time of the death of Joshua to 
the establishment of the kingdom Scripture does not say. 
During the existence of the kingdom there is mention of 
two kings who appointed “judges and officers,” David'®* 
and Jehoshaphat.'®"* Upon the restoration from Babylon, 
when there was no king, Ezra is said to have been empow- 
ered by the Persian king to appoint “officers {shojetim^ 
ypafiiMTeis) and judges (dayyanin, kpi.t6.s).” '®* With the 
reestablishment of the kingdom under the Hasmoneans it 
is not unlikely that judges were again appointed by the king. 
The Talmudic expression “the court of the Hasmoneans” 
may not refer to a court which supported the Hasmoneans 
at the beginning of their insurrection '®® or to “ the leaders 
of the nation and the elders of the country ” mentioned at 
the time Simon was elevated to the office of “prince of the 
people of God,” '®^ but rather to a court appointed by Simon 
after his having acquired princely or kingly power.'®* Ac- 
cordingly, judges were appointed by a king whenever there 

Deut. 16; 18. I Chron. 23: 4; 26; 29. 

Deut. 1:15; Exod. 18; 25-26. II Chron. 19; 4-1 1. 

Cf. above, pp. 337, 338. Ezra 7; 25. 

Frankel, Dark^ ha-Mishnahy ed. 1923, p. 43. 

Weiss, Dor Dor we^Dorshaw I, p. 108; cf. I Macc. 14; 28. 

Cf. above, p. 327. The appointment of the judiciary by the king continued 
also under the Herodians, as may be gathered from AntL XX, 9, 6, 216, where the 
Levitcs are said to have urged King Agrippa II to “assemble a sanhedrin*’ which 
would allow them to wear linen garments like the priests. The king’s prerogative 
to “assemble” a court of justice was nothing but an extension of his scriptural 
prerogative to appoint judges. And since it was the king’s prerogative to assemble 
the sanhedrin, it was also his prerogative to adjourn it, as may be gathered from 
the action of Hyxcanus II during the trial of Herod (Jntt, XIV, 9, 5, 177). 
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was a kingj but they were appointed in some other way, 
whenever there was no king. In Tannaitic tradition, there- 
fore, the law of the appointment of judges is restated as a 
duty which rests upon the people, without making any men- 
tion as to who has the appointive power,^®’ 

In the light of these historical and traditional views, we 
may study the passages in which Philo undertakes to de- 
scribe the institution of “judges and officers.” He deals 
with conditions when there is a king. The “judges and 
officers” are therefore to be appointed by the king. Being 
appointed by the king, they are therefore the king’s "lieu- 
tenants” (StiSoxoi; Sirapxoi*^*)- The use of this term re- 
flects the description of the first judges and officers as having 
been appointed by Moses to act as his lieutenants, and more 
particularly the description of the officers, including the 
shoterim, appointed by David as those “who serve the 
king” (X€tToup7o0i'T€s)‘’* as well as the use in the Septua^nt 
of the term St46oxos as a description of those servants of the 
king who are next to him in rank.*” Then, following tradi- 
tion, he defines the duty of the shoterim, ypaniMToairayaiyetsy 
as that of governing together with the king 
as distinguished from the duty of the shofetim, Kpiral, in his 
own languj^c SiKoffral,*” which is that of jud^ng together 
with the king ((nwSwcAo'ovo’i).”® The terms fipxoms (implied 
in ffvvhp^ovffi) and ducurTal used here by Philo for the pen- 
tateuchal sho/efim, KptTal, and sAoterim, ypappaToeicrayayttsy 
are taken from the Athenian constitution.*’’’' But whereas 
in Athens the judges and magistrates were elected by the 
general assembly from among themselves, in the Mosaic con- 

Sanhedrin i6b. *74 Spec, IV, 33, 170. 

170 spec, IV, 33, 170. *73 Ihid,^ 174; cf. below, p. 351. 

^7x Ihid ,^ 174. *76 lb % d,y 170. 

*73 I Chron. 27: i; 28; i* *7 t Cf. Aristotle, Politica III, 1, 1275a, 22r“3i. 

*73 I Chron. 18: 17; II Chron. 26: ii; II Chron. 28:7. 
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stitution they were appointed by the king. Following also 
his conception of the state as it existed under the reign of 
MoseSj he limits the duties of these judges and officers to 
cases of lesser importance; cases of higher importance are to 
be attended to by the king himself,*^® as was the custom 
under the reign of Moses.*” Again following the example of 
Moses who appointed “rulers of thousands, and rulers of 
hundreds, rulers of fifties, and rulers of tens,” *®“ he pre- 
scribes for future kings to choose officers to act as second and 
third to themselves.” *®* 


{d) Council of Elders 

Besides the institution of “judges and officers ” which was 
established under the reign of Moses and for the continuation 
of which there is a special law, there is also mention of a 
body of “seventy men,” selected by Moses from among “ the 
elders of the people, and officers over them,” the function of 
that body being described in the words that “they shall bear 
the burden of the people” with Moses.*®* There is no special 
law in the Pentateuch, for the continuation of that body of 
seventy elders. But bodies of elders continue to be men- 
tioned throughout the books of the Hebrew Scripture. 
Sometimes they are the elders of the city *** or of the gate **^ 
or of a particular place *** or of a particular tribe *®* or of 
the priests,*®’^ but sometimes they are also the elders of 
Israel,*®® the elders of the people,*®’ or the elders of the land,*** 
and once there is mention of “seventy men of the elders of 


spec. IV, 33, 171, 
*79 Exod. iS; aa. 
Exod. 18: ai. 
Spec. IV, 33, 175. 
**9 Num. II! 16-17. 

Deut. 31:3. 
eu Deut. a5!7. 


185 Judges 11:5. 

Deut. 31: a8; II Sam. ig: la. 
9*7 II Kings 19: a. 

'8* Exod. 3: 16. 

989 Num. II: 16. 

190 I Kings ao: 7. 
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the house of Israel.” Sometimes the “elders” are brack- 
eted with “oiEcers,” without any mention of “judges,” 
sometimes they are bracketed with “judges,” without any 
mention of “officers,” but sometimes they are bracketed 
with both “officers” and “judges,” all of which shows 
that “elders ” as distinguished from “officers ” were “judges” 
and as distinguished from “judges” were “officers” but as 
distinguished from both were something else altogether. 
That something else is described in Scripture as their acting 
in the capacity of counselors. “Counsel” (jSouX^), according 
to Scripture, is sought from “elders,” and Rehoboam, on 
becoming king, seeks counsel from the elders.*’® After the 
restoration from the Babylonian exile, with the emergence of 
various governing bodies which continued to exist under vari- 
ous names and with constantly changing powers, through- 
out the period of the second commonwealth, both at the 
time when there was no king and during the Hasmonean and 
Herodian kings, the members of these governing bodies were 
also known as “elders”*” and one of these bodies, during 
the Hellenistic and Maccabean periods, is known in Greek 
sources as gerusia, council of elders, a term which was used 
also as a designation of the governing body of the Jews of 
Alexandria at the time of Philo.*’® During the Roman 
period all such governing bodies among the Jews in Palestine 
came to be known, even among Jews who did not speak 
Greek, by the Greek name Synedrion, or, in its Hebraized 
form. Sanhedrin. 


w Exod. 8: II. Jo«h. 8; 33; 33: 2. 

Num. ii; 16; Deut. 31; 38. *« Ezek. 7: 36; Ezra 10: 8. 

JB Deal. 31 : 3. I Kings I3: 6-8; II Chron. 10: 6-8. 

Ezra 5: 5, 9; 6: 7, 14; 10; 8; JucKtli 6: 16; 7; 33; 8: 10; 10; 6; 13: 13; I Msec. 
13:35; 7=335 14! 20; 115 235 12:35; II Macc. 1:10; 4:44; 11:27; Matt 

38: 41; Mark 11:27; Acts 4: 23. 

Floe. 10, 74. 
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This is the picture which we have reason to believe Philo 
has formed in his mind of the institution of elders, and this 
picture could have been formed in his mind out of the books 
available to him at his own time as well as out of a knowl- 
edge of conditions in Palestine at his own time. It is in the 
light of this that we shall try to understand the full meaning 
of his brief references to the institution of elders. That he 
does not directly describe this body in his delineation of the 
Mosaic constitution can be explained on the ground that 
no special law for its continuation is laid down in the Pen- 
tateuch. But he does not overlook the fact that such a body 
of seventy elders was established by Moses. He refers to 
these seventy elders of Moses in several places/** in one of 
which he describes them as synedroi (o-IiveSpoi)”® of Moses. 
Ehs description of them as synedroi would seem to suggest 
a conscious eflFort on the part of Philo to connect the Syn- 
edrion of Jerusalem at his own time with the seventy el- 
ders of Moses, thus reflecting the native Jewish tradition that 
the Synedrion of Jerusalem had a continuous history, under 
various names, from the council of the seventy elders of 
Moses.*®* 

What Philo considered as the functions of these seventy 
elders gathered together by Moses, whom he calls synedroi^ 
is not clear. In Palestine during Philo’s own time the func- 
tion of the Sanhedrin was primarily that of a court of justice, 

199 References to these seventy elders of Moses are to be found in Gig, 6, 34; 
Sohr, 4, 19; 36, 199, and 3 oi. His mention of the seventy rcj'Apxat of the 

nation in Mos, I, 34, 189, does not refer to the seventy elders of Moses but rather 
to the seventy souls widi which Jacob came to Egypt (Gen. 46; 27; Deut. 10: 22), 
to which reference is made by Philo also in Mtgr. 36, 201. Cf. Fug, 33, 187, where 
the seventy palm-trees (Exod. 155^^7) are different from the seventy dders of 
Moses (Num* ii: 16) and also Mos, I, 34, 188-189, where the seventy Tej'&pxw are 
said to be symbolized by the seventy palm-trees. 

Sohr, 4, 19. 

M, Sanhedrin I, 6; Jer, Sanhedrin I, 5, 19b. 
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though it had also other functions, and it is used inter- 
changeably with the term het din^ court of justice.*” In the 
same sense is the term synedrion also used in the Septuagint 
where it quite evidently reflects the reading bet din *” in the 
Hebrew text upon which it is based. In Greek, however, the 
primary meaning of synedrion is that of a council and 
not many years after Philo in a work written probably in 
Alexandria it is contrasted with the term SiKaarfipiov, court 
of justice.*” As for Philo, the term synedrion is sometimes 
used by him in the sense of council *** and sometimes in the 
sense of court.*®* Similarly with regard to the term syn- 
edrosy it is used by him both in the general sense of coun- 
selor and in the specific sense of an officer in a court of 
justice.*®^ Philo’s double use of the term synedrion is brought 

Jer, Sanhedrin I, 6, 19c. 

Prov. 22Z 10; cf. Commeatarics of Paul de Lagardc, i863> Ant. J. Baum- 
gartner, 1890, and C. H. Toy, 1899, ad loc,; cf. also Schurcr, A History oj the Jewish 
People in the ^ime oJ Jesus Christy II, i, p. 169, n. 461. 

The use of the term synedrion in the sense of court of justice is implied in the 
verse “sit (synedreue) not in judgment with anners” (Sirach 11:9) and also in the 
verses stating that the profane man who sits in “the synedrion of the pious ... is 
severe in speech in condemning sinners in judgment, and his hand is first upon the 
sinner as though acting in zeal” (Psalms of Solomon 4; 1-3), The last statement, 
moreover, quite evidently refers to Deut. 13; 10 and 17; 7, which deal with the 
execution of the judgment of a court of justice. Undoubtedly the term synedrion 
here is a translation of the Hebrew ^edah^ which means not only “assemMy” but 
also a “court of justice” (cf. Num. 35: 24). So also in the verse *Tn the synagogues 
{owfirfterifkii) he will judge the peoples” (Psalms of Solomon 17: 4$), the word 
“synagogues” is undoubtedly also a translation of the Hebrew *edot in the spedal 
sense of “courts of justice,” Professor Louis Ginzberg has called my attention to 
the term ‘edah in Num. 25. 7, which in Targum Jonathan and Jer* Sanhedrin X, 
2, 28d, is translated by sanhedrin, 

JPseudo-Aristotle, Be Mundo 6, 400b, 15-18. However, the use of the Greek 
term synedrion in the sense of a court occurs in a papyrus of 120 b.c, (cf. Moulton 
and Milligan, Vocabulary of the Greek Testament^ 1914-1929, j.a,). 

Conf, 18, 86; Somn, 1 , 34, 193; Legat, 31, 213. 

Probus 2, II. In this passage, speaking of men who are not guided by reason, 
Philo says of them figuratively that their unstable synedrion is always open to 
bribes from those who are brought to trial (xptpoiikrwr)*'* 

*07 Compare Legat* 33, 244, and 34, 254, where the term synhedros is used amply 
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out in two passages, in one of which he connects it by the 
conjunction “and” with the term court (Si/cao-T^pioi')®'’® and 
in the other with the term council (/SovXeuT^pioj').*®* Now, if 
the conjunction “and” (/caf) is used in both passages to 
join two contrasting terms, then in the first passage the term 
synedrion, being used in contrast to the term dikasterion, is 
definitely a council, but in the second passage, being used in 
contrast to the term bouleuterion, the term synedrion is 
definitely a court of justice. And if the conjunction “and” 
is used to join two terms of the same meaning, then in the 
first passage the term synedrion is definitely a court of 
justice, whereas in the second passage it is definitely a 
council. It was quite natural for Jews, in whose own form of 
government the same body of elders acted both as council 
and as court, to attach to the Greek term synedrion primarily 
the meaning of court. 

{e) "the People: Native-born and Proselytes 

The “whole multitude” *” which, according to Philo, is to 
elect the king corresponds to what Scripture calls “the 
people”*" or “the congregation of the Lord”®” or “the* 
assembly of the Lord.” ®** But when Philo substitutes for 
these scriptural terms the term “the whole midtitude” 
(ffiifiTTcura ii irkriBbs), he had in mind what Aristotle calls the 
“political multitude” {vXijOos ^roXiTwcij'),®®^ that is to say, the 
multitude of citizens. Now, according to Aristotle, “a mul- 

in the sense of counsellor, with 44, 350, where Philo complains that Caligula acted 
not as a judge (^ticao-r^s) sitting mtli his synedroi, but as an accuser (xaT^Topos). 
The terms “judge” and “accuser” quite clearly show that the term synedroi in 
this last passage is used in the sense of members of a court of justice. 

Proem. 5, «« Exod. 18; 10. 

ao9 Cont. 3, 27. a» Deut. 23: 2-4; cf. below, p. 100, 

a« Spec. IV, 30, 157; cf. above, p. 329, Num. 27: 17, 

Politico III, 13, 1283b, 2-3; VII, 6, 1327b, 18; 10, 1329b, 24-25, 
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titude of citizens” (ttoXitwp ttX^Bos) constitutes a state 
(ir6X«),“* and a citizen (toXItjjs) in the strictest sense of the 
term is defined by his right “to participate in the adminis- 
tration of justice and in office,” for a citizen, according to 
him, must possess the ability not only to be ruled but also 
to rule.”^ But as to who is to have these rights whereby he 
is to be a citizen is a question which causes Aristotle some 
difficulty. Some maintain, he says, that a citizen is he whose 
both parents are citizens; others maintain that his ancestors 
to the second or third preceding generation, or even further, 
must be citizens; still others wonder how these remote an- 
cestors came to be citizens.”* Then, in addition to citizens 
by birth, Aristotle finds that in every state there are also 
those who have been adopted as citizens.*’* But concerning 
these adopted citizens Aristotle finds that the manner in 
which they acquire their citizenship is purely arbitrary, and 
he suspects that not all who are usually admitted to citizen- 
ship deserve to be admitted.*” He himself, however, fails 
to suggest any definite method by which aliens are to be 
admitted to citizenship. Moreover, in view of the fact that 
a citizen must be able to rule, Aristotle raises the question 
whether certain classes of the native-born population should 
not be excluded from citizenship on account of the occupa- 
tions in which they happen to be engaged, and he answers 
this question in the affirmative.*” Finally, besides these two 
classes of citizens, native-born and adopted, Aristotle also 
finds that among the inhabitants of various states there arc 
aliens (|6'oi) and resident aliens The legal 

IHJ. Ill, I, ia74b, 41. IWrf., 4 > i» 77 *> 

ia75a, 22^-23. ZfeW., 2, ia75b, 21-26. 

Ibid»y 1, 1275a, 6. 

>» md.y 3 , 1375b, 34-39; cf. V, 3, 1303a. 38 f, 

IKd., 5, 1377b, 33-iS78b, 5; VII, 6, 1337b, 8-15; VII, 9, 1338b, 39-41. 

“» IHd. Ill, 5, 1377b, 38-39. 
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status of these, however, he finds, is nowhere definitely es- 
tablished, for, as he observes, the rights of resident aliens 
differ in different places.**’ 

Philo, therefore, undertakes to treat that “assembly 
(iiachicrla) of the Lord” or “congregation (ffwa.yayy'fi) of the 
Lord ” as a polity (TroXiTeZa),**'* as a political state governed 
by a constitution embodied in the laws of Moses, and to 
show how the constitution of that state defines with clear- 
ness and precision as well as with fairness the status of the 
various classes of inhabitants. 

Without any direct reference to other constitutions, he 
describes the status of the various classes of inhabitants 
under the Mosaic constitution in such a way as to be in- 
directly a criticism of their status under other constitutions. 
Under the man-made constitutions discussed by Aristotle, 
he would seem to argue, a citizen must have the ability not 
only to be ruled but also to rule, and it is because of this 
conception of citizenship that Aristotle demands that cer- 
tain native-bom inhabitants should be excluded from citi- 
zenship on account of their occupation and it is probably 
also because of this conception of citizenship that no definite 
law for the admission of aliens to citizenship is offered by 
him. Citizenship, according to Aristotle, could be conferred 
on aliens only by the good will of the people. Under the 
divinely ordered constitution, however, Philo would seem 
to say, a citizen is he who is willing to be raled by the 
Law. No one born under the Law can be excluded from 
citizenship; no alien who is willing to accept the Law can be 
refused citizenship. Moreover, under the divinely ordered 
constitution the rights of temporary aliens and resident 
aliens are well defined by law. 

lUd., 1, ia75a, ii ff. 

Cf. below, pp. 374 £f. 
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In the Mosaic state, as in the states dealt with by Aristotle, 
there are two classes of citizens. The first class consists of 
native-born Jews. These, says Philo, form a nation (Itoos), 
composed of twelve tribes (^uXal), being descendants of 
twelve tribal ancestors (iiyefilmres), who were connected not 
by being merely members of the same household (ol/tfa) or 
by mere kinsmanship {avyy&ieta) but by being all brothers 
(iSeMoi) having one and the same father.”* Native-born 
Jews are therefore described by him as fellow-nationals 
(i/weeveis)”® or fellow-tribesmen (6/t6^uXoi)”’’ or kinsmen 
(crvy^ej-eB),”* or simply as native-born (afrrfixfiom),”* which 
term is generally used in Scripture.**® Members of the as- 
sembly of this kind are all equal before the law; every one 
of them is eligible to any office and is excluded from no 
privilege. Wealth or birth or occupation is no barrier. Even 
the so-called Hebrew slave is only a hired laborer,*** with aU 
his duties and privileges of the law remaining intact. The 
only discrimination between native-born Jews is to be 
foimd in the laws regarding priests and bastards, but for 
these discriminatory laws Philo offers explanations both 
rational and allegorical.*** 

Members of the assembly of the second kind are described 
by Philo by the Septuagint term proselytes (r/xM^Xwot), 
that is, those who have come over, and also by the term 

Proem. lo, 57, With all these terms used by Philo, compare the Greek 
terms ethnos^ gemsy patroy phratriOy and pkyky for groups in the city-state. 

Spec. II, 17, 73; 25, 122; VtrL 19, loi; 20, 102; Legate 31, 212; c£. also Spec* 
I, 9, 54; Twv rod Wpovs ru'ks. Cf. ^ow, pp. 359, 360, 363. 

“7 Spec. IV, 31, 159. Cf. below, p. 359. 

Ibid. But see S. Zeitlin, “The Jews; Race, Nation or Religion,” Jevnsh 
^arterly RevieiOy N.S., 26 (1936), pp. 333-336, who argues that the terms 
and Wvosy in their application to Jews, are always used by Phib in a rdigbus 
sense. Cf. below, pp. 400-402. 

Ibid. I, 9, 52, et passim, Exod. 12:49. 

Spec. II, 18, 79-85; Virt. 24, 121-123. 

Spec. 1 , 15, 79-22, ni; 60, 326-329, and Decal 24, 128-I3a 
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epelytes (iirriXiTai), that is, those who have come in. “These 
Moses calls proselytes,” he says, “because they have come 
over to the new and God-loving polity,” and the “epe- 
lytes,” he says, are those who “have taken a journey to a 
better home, from idle fables to the clear vision of truth.” 
With the exception of certain restrictions in the case of 
Amonites, Moabites, Edomites, and Egyptians,*^® all aliens 
are accepted at once into the Mosaic polity on equal terms 
with the native-born Jew. Drawing upon the verse which in 
the Septuagint reads “the proselyte who cometh to you shall 
be as one born among you, and thou shalt love him as thy- 
self,” he says, “thus, while giving equal rank to all in- 
comers with all the privileges which he gives to the native 
born, he exhorts the old nobility to honor them not only with 
marks of respect but with special friendship and with more 
than ordinary good will”**^ and “he commands all mem- 
bers of the nation to love the in-comers, not only as friends 
and kinsfolk but as themselves both in body and sovd.” *** 

The admission of proselytes on equal terms with native- 
born Jews into the Jewish polity indicates, according to 
Philo, that the basis of that polity is not common descent 
but rather the common heritage of the Law which was re- 
vealed by God to the people of Israel. Even the native- 
born Jew is a member of that polity, in the full sense of the 
term membership, not only because he is a descendant of the 
stock that founded that polity but also, and primarily so, 
because he remained loyal to the Law which is the heritage 
of that stock. “The native-born Jews,” he says, “obtain the 
approval of God not because they are members of the God- 
loving polity from birth (4$ dpx^s) but because they were 

*33 Spec. I, 9, 51. *36 ip. ^4. cf. Deut. lo: 19. 

*34 Firt. 20, loa; cf. Spec. IV, 34, 178. *37 spec. I, 9, 52. 

^33 Deut. 23: 4-9; cf. Firt. 21, 108. *38 jo, 103. 
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not false to the nobility of their birth (eiy4petat/)"; the prose- 
lytes obtain His approval “because they have thought fit to 
make the passage to piety.” It is for this reason, he says, 
that the latter, who have left “their country, their friends 
(<{>CKovs), and their kinsfolk (frvyy&ets) for the sake of virtue 
and holiness,” are not to be denied “other states (TiXewr) 
and other households {olmluv) and other friends {4>CSay) for 
“the most effectual love-charm and the chain which binds 
indissolubly the good vdll which makes us one is to honor the 
one God.” These statements, while Jewish in sentiment, 
are couched in language in which one may discern an echo 
of Aristotle’s statements that “friendship (^Xla) seems to 
hold states {irSKeis) together” and friendship may be 
either that of fellow-citizens (TroXmicaO or that of kindred 
{avyy&iKijv)^*^ the former being based on a sort of compact 
(d/toXoyla)*^* and the latter being based upon the same 
blood (rairbv alfxa) or the same stock but “per- 

fect friendship is the friendslup of men who are good and 
alike in virtue.” 

The superiority of a kinship which is based upon a common 
belief to that which is based upon a common descent is re- 
peatedly asserted by Philo in other passages. In contrast 
to “ the so-called kinships (<rvyyk>euu.) which have come down 
from our ancestors and are based on blood-relationships” 
the relationship based upon common belief is called by him 
“kinships of greater dignity and sanctity” and it is this 
latter kind of kinship which, according to him, is meant when 


Spec, I, 9, 51. Similarly, according to rabbimc law, an apostate Jew is not 
allowed to eat of the paschal lamb, whereas a proselyte is alLwed to eat of it 
(Fesaltm 96a; Yehamot 71a; Sijre Num,^ 5 lU P* iSb; H, p. 67). 

Jhid.y $2, 13-14. 

* 4 * Nic. VIII, 1, 1 1 55a, aa-aj. IhW,, 32, 

Ihd, VIII, la, n6ib, ia-13- VIII, 3, 1156b, 7-8. 

Spec, I, 58, 317. 
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Scripture describes all those who do what is pleasing to 
nature, that is, to God, as “sons of God.” Such a kinship 
is established by one’s “willingness to serve God.” By 
the expression “to serve God” he means here, as he does 
elsewhere, to serve God in the manner prescribed by the 
Law of Moses,*^® for, speaking of the law about resting on 
the Sabbath, to observe which the proselyte is explicidy com- 
manded,*s® Philo says “He commanded those who should 
live in this polity to follow God in this as in other mat- 
ters.” The superiority of the kinship based upon the serv- 
ice of God to that based upon blood relationship is also 
asserted by him in his comment upon the verse “The 
proselyte who is with thee shall rise higher and higher; but 
thou shalt fall lower and lower.” *** The proselyte, he says, 
win be exalted “because he has come over to God of his own 
accord . . . while the nobly born who had falsified the sterling 
of his high lineage will be dragged down to the lowest depths 
... in order that all men who behold this example may be 
corrected by it, learning that God received gladly virtue 
which grows out of ignoble birth, utterly disregarding its 
original roots.” It is not impossible that his use of the 
terms “he has come over to God of his own accord” (airo- 
and “they have thought fit (ii^Uaffav) to make the 
passage to piety and that any stranger may become a 
proselyte “out of an excess of virtues” (iirepjSoXats dperwv)®** 
all imply that a proselyte is he who has accepted Judaism 
out of pure and disinterested motives, thus corresponding to 
the rabbinic teaching that the “righteous” or “true” 

318; cf. Deut. 14: i; Wisdom of Solomoa 9: 7; 12; 19, 21; 16: 10, 26; 
18:4. *53 Deut. 28: 43 (LXX). 

^ 317. 353 Praem, 26, 152. 

Cf. above, pp, 51-52. *54 

* 5 ® Exod. 20: 10. 355 spec, I, 9, 51. 

DecaL 20, 98. 356 ^f. below, p. 417. 
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proselyte is he who embraces his new religion “ for the sake 
of heaven” *” or “for the sake of the holiness of Israel” 
or “for the sake of covenant,” and without any ulterior 
motive. 

With this conception of the Mosaic polity as being based 
upon a common law but within which there are two kinds 
of citizens, one descendants of the original founders of the 
polity and the other those who have joined it later, the 
question may be raised as to what is meant by the term 
“thy brother” in those laws where it is explicitly men- 
tioned that they apply only to “thy brother.” Is this term 
to apply only to a brother by race or also to a brother by 
religion? In answer to this question we shall examine the 
passages in which Philo happens to comment upon those 
laws in which the term “thy brother” is mentioned. 

First, there is the law with regard to the election of a king 
in which it is specified that the king is to be elected from 
among “thy brethren” and that “thou mayest not set a 
stranger over thee, who is not thy brother" In his dis- 
cussion of this law, Philo defines the term “ thy brother ” as 
meaning “one who was their fellow-tribesman and 

fellow-kinsman {mjyyen})" that is, a Jew by birth, adding, 
however, that this Jew by birth must also share “in that 
relationship which brings the highest kinship (^<nrfyhiaar) — 
and that highest kinship is one citizenship (groXirelo) and the 
same law {vb/m) and one God who has taken all members of 

Jer, ^iddusMn IV, i, 65b, 

Ibid, SIpj, *AMah Zardk III, 13. 

Dcut. 17: 15. This, according to tradition, excludes a proselyte from king- 
ship. A Jewish mother, however, qualifies his descendants for the office {Midrash 
Tannaim^ on Deut. 17: 15, p. 104). 

Both these terms here, we take it, are used in their original racial sense, as 
above, nn. 127-228. The passage under conridcration reads literally as follows: 

fellow- tribesman and fellow-ldnsman, who had a share in the relationship 
which makes for the highest kinsMp.” 
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the nation (Wvovs) for His portion,” *** that is, this Jew by 
birth must also be a Jew by religion. In this passage, then, 
Philo takes the term “thy brother” to mean both a Jew by 
descent and a Jew by loyalty to his religion. This is in agree- 
ment with the traditional Jewish interpretation of this law 
that one to be chosen as king must not only be worthy of the 
o£Bce by his manner of life *** but also by his descent, thus 
disqualifying a proselyte from the office of king,*®* Whether 
Philo would extend this law, as do the rabbis, to include all 
other offices of magistrates and judges *®® is not certain. In 
Athens a naturalized citizen was not allowed to become an 
archon or to hold a priesthood,*®® the latter of which was a 
state office. Though, following the Septuagint, Philo calls the 
king archofiy he does not include other officers under it, for 
he does not require their election by the people.*®^ 

Second, in connection with the Hebrew slave who is to be 
set free on the year of the jubilee or on his seventh year of 
service, Philo explains the terms “thy brother” *®® and “thy 
brother, a Hebrew man” *®* to mean “a fellow- tribesman ” 
(6ju60uXoi')*’® or “of the same nation {iBvovs), perhaps also 
of the same tribe and of the same family (drijib- 

TJjs),” *^* All these terms imply kinship based upon de- 
scent.*^ The implication then is that the laws regulating 

^ Spec, IV, 31, 159; for the last part of the quotation, cf. Post, 25, 89-90; 
Mos, 11 , 35, 189. 

**^3 Cf. above, p. 328. Cf. above, n. 260. 

Midrash ^annaim^ loc, cit,\ Jer, ^iddushin IV, 5, 66a. 

^ Cf. P. Gardner and F, B. Jevons, A Manual of Greek Antiquities^ 2nd ed., 
1898, p. 456. 

Cf. above, p. 347. But see Heinemann, Bildung^ p. 189; Belkin, Philo and 
the Oral Law, p. 185. Lev. 25:39. 

^^9 Deut. 15: 12. spec, II, 18, 80. *71 82. 

*7* The last two terms in this Hst, 4 >v>JkTns and dTjiihrrjs, undoubtedly correspond 
respectively to the Hebrew shehet, tribe, and mishpahah, family, (cf. Num. 36; 3, 6, 
12. i: 20, 22; 2: 34) and do not refer to contemporary classifications of citizens in 
Alexandria (cf. Colson, ad loci). 
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the Hebrew slave do not apply to a proselyte. This cor- 
responds exactly to the rabbinic view, according to which a 
proselyte sold into slavery does not come under the laws of 
a Hebrew slave; the reason given is that on his release he 
cannot return, as the verse says, “unto his own family,” 
inasmuch as he has no family. 

Third, in connection with the law about restoring lost 
property which in one place reads “ If thou meet thy enemy’s 
ox or his ass going astray, thou shalt surely bring it back to 
him again,” and in another place reads, “Thou shalt not 
see thy brother’s ox or sheep go astray, and hide thyself 
from them: thou shalt in any case bring them back unto thy 
brother”*’’^ Philo describes the term “thy enemy” in a 
rather general way, without indicating whether he takes it to 
refer to a Jew or to a non-Jew,*'^* and similarly in his de- 
scription of the term “thy brother” he says that it refers to 
“one of your relations (dKelav) or friends or in gen- 

eral a person you know,” without indicating whether he 
takes it to refer only to a native-born Jew, or also to a 
proselyte, or even also to a heathen. One may reasonably 
assume, however, that Philo takes this law to apply not only 
to a proselyte but also to a heathen. In rabbinic literature a 
proselyte is definitely included under the term “ thy brother ” 
in this case, for the term is said to exclude only “a hea- 
then.” But even with regard to a heathen there seems 
to be a difiference of opinion, for among the various inter- 
pretations of the term “ thy enemy,” there is one interpretsu 


*73 Lev, 41 j cf. BaJ^a Mefi*a 7ia5 but acc oppowtc view in Nmi^n i 

(F, p. 75a; W, p. 8ib; L, III, p. 5). 

Eiod. 0.31 4. *7s Deut. aa: i. 

VirL 23, 1 17; cf. 116, 

*77 Ihid.y 18, 96. 

* 7 « Midrash tannaim^ on Deut 22; 3, p. 134; Jer. Baha Me^Va II, 5, 8c; Bs^ 
l^amma 113b. 
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other laws, join the “holy polity” which is based upon “one 
manner of life and the same law and one God,” then he is 
brought into “the highest kinship ” with the rest of the Jews 
and thereby becomes entitled to the benefit of this law. 
Similarly in the Tannaitic law, the term “thy brother” in 
this verse is taken to include a proselyte and to exclude a 
resident alien {ger toshaF).^^* 

Finally, in connection with the law about not lending 
money on interest, Philo commenting upon the verses “ thou 
shalt not lend upon interest to thy brother " but “unto 
an alien thou mayest lend upon interest,” says that the 
term “thy brother” means “not merely a child of the same 
parents, but anyone who is a fellow-townsman (iaris) and 
fellow-tribesman (dju6<^uXos).” Now while the term" fellow- 
tribesman ” may mean here, as it does in its original sense, 
a native-born Jew, the term “townsman” (AvtAs) usually 
means in Greek the same as the term “citizen” (jroXIrj/s),"** 
and consequently at least the term “fellow-townsman,” if 
not also the term “ fellow-tribesman,” is undoubtedly to be 
taken here as referring to a proselyte, who, as we have seen, 
is a member of the Jewish polity (roXtrefa).*** His statement 
here that the term “thy brother” includes “anyone who is a 
fellow-townsman and a fellow-tribesman ” means, therefore, 
that it includes both native-born Jews and proselytes. His 
inclusion of proselytes in this prohibition is further em- 
phasized by him in his statement that “he absolutely com- 
mands those who shall be members of his holy polity to 


Midrash Tannaim, on Deut. 15: 2, p. 80. 

Stjre Deut.^ § 112, F, p. 97b; HF, p. 173; cf. below, p. 362, 

Deut. 23: 20* 

Deut. 23: 21. Virt, 14, 82. 

Cf. Aristotle, Politica III, 7, 1279a, 34-36; Philo, Mos. I, 7, 35; cf. below, 
P- 399- 

Cf. above, p. 356. 
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discard such methods of profit-making.” “S’® Proselytes, as 
we have seen, are members of the holy polity. In this latter 
statement, Philo tries to emphasize the fact that just as it is 
prohibited for a Jew to lend money on interest to a proselyte, 
so it is prohibited for a proselyte to lend money on interest 
to a Jew or to another proselyte. In rabbinic law it is simi- 
larly assumed that the proselyte is included in the law pro- 
hibiting interest, both to be exacted interest by a Jew and to 
exact interest from a Jew.*’* 

From all this it may be gathered that, with the exception 
of certain laws regarding king and slave, Philo, like the 
rabbis, took the term “thy brother” to include a proselyte. 

if) Aliensy Resident Aliens, and Spiritual Proselytes 

Within this Mosaic polity, in which citizens are those who 
are “sons of God” in the sense of their willingness to serve 
God and to follow Him in the observance of His laws, there 
is also room for three other classes of people who are neither 
native-born Jews nor proselytes. 

First, there is the alien who in the Septuagint is described 
by the term dXXoyci'i^s or dXXirpios, which translates the 
Hebrew hen nekar or nokri. He is mentioned in the legal 
portions of the Pentateuch as one (i) who is not allowed to 
eat of the passover,*’* (a) to whom a Jew is not allowed to 
sell his Jewish maidservant,*’* (3) to whom anything that 
dies of itself is to be sold,*’* (4) whose debt is not to be re- 
leased in the seventh year,*’* (5) who cannot be made king,*’® 
and (6) to whom money may be lent on interest.*” Of these 
six laws in which the alien is specifically mentioned Philo 

390 yirt , 14, 87. Deut, 14: 21, 

*9* Baha 7 aa. Deut. 15:3. 

Exod. 12:43. I^eut. 17: 15. 

*w Exod. 21: 8. w Deut. 23: 21 (20). 
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happens to deal with him only in his discussion of the laws 
about the release of debts in the seventh year*®* and the 
office of king.*®® In his discussion of the alien in connection 
with both these laws the assumption is that they are con- 
fessing as well as practicing heathen. 

Second, there is the resident alien who in the Septuagint is 
called TT&poiKos. This term translates the Hebrew toshal>, 
who is mentioned in the Pentateuch as one (i ) who is not 
allowed to eat of the passover,*®® (2) who, if he lives with a 
priest, is not allowed to eat of the consecrated thinp,*" 

(3) who is to eat of the after-growth of the harvest and of 
the grapes of the undressed vine in the sabbatical year,**® 

(4) who is to be helped if he is poor,*®* (5) who may be 
bought as a slave,*®* (6) from whom a Hebrew slave is to be 
redeemed, *®* and (7) who is among those for whose benefit 
the six cities of refuge were to be built.*®* In addition to 
these usages of the term paroikos as a translation of the He- 
brew toshab, this term is used in the Septuagint also as a 
translation of the Hebrew term ger, (8) to whom anything 
that dies of itself is to be given.*®® Of these eight laws about 
a paroikos, PhUo happens to reproduce only one, that of the 
verse that “the paroikos of a priest, or an hired servant, 
shall not eat of the holy things.” *®* But in this case, he does 
not take the term paroikos in the sense of a resident alien 
but rather in the sense of neighbor, that is, a Jewish neigh- 
bor (yelrav) who happens to live with a priest.**® So also 
in rabbinic law the term toshab in this verse is taken to refer 

spec. II, 17, 73. Exod. la: 45. 

*» Uii. IV, 30, 157-31, 158. >“ Ler. aa: 10. 

Lev. 35: 5-6. In this verse the expression “thy settler that sojourn with 
thee" is taken to include a heathen (cf. Sijra, Sehar, Pmi 1, p. io6c). 

^ Lev. 35:35. 

Lev. 35: 45. 

»s Lev. 35: 47 ff. 

Num. 35; 15. 


>"1 Deut. 14: ai. 
Lev. aa; 10. 
Spec, 1 , 34, lao. 
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to a Jew who happens to live with a priest, or more particu- 
larly to a Hebrew slave of a priest who on the completion of 
his years of service has preferred to have his ear bored 
and to remain with his master.*” None of the other laws 
dealing with the paroikoi or resident aliens is discussed by 
him; nor does he give any clear indication whether he con- 
sidered these “resident aliens” as heathen who differed from 
“aliens” only by their permanence of residence among Jews, 
or whether he considered them as differing from “aliens” 
also in their religious beliefs and practices. Now in Tannaitic 
law, the “resident alien” {ger toshab), the equivalent of 
the paroikos of the Septuagint, is not a heathen but rather 
one who, while uncircumcised, has abandoned idolatry or, 
in addition to his abandonment of idolatry, is also practicing 
certain Jewish laws generally referred to as the Noachian 
laws.*” According to Tannaitic law, then, the “resident 
alien” of the Pentateuch, while not a full proselyte, was not 
a practicing idolater. Among later rabbis, moreover, prob- 
ably as a result of this Tannaitic conception of the “resident 
alien ” of the Pentateuch, the question was debated whether 
practicing idolaters were allowed at all to establish perma- 
nent residence in Palestine under Jewish rule.*** While Philo 
does not discuss either of these two problems directly, there 
are three passages in his writings which may have a bearing 
upon them. 

First, there is his reference to the non-Jewish population of 
Jamnia. “There is a city called Jamnia,” he says, “one of the 
Cf. Exod. 21: 5~6. 

^ Si/ray Emory Perei^ 4, p. 97a; Yehamot 70a. 

3 ** *Ahoda Zarah 64b; cf. below, p. 373, and above, p. 185. 

3*3 Cf. Maimonides, Sejcr ha-Mi?woty Negative 51; Mishneh Torah: *Akum X, 
6, and Rabady ad loc.\ Sefer Mi^wot Gadol {jSemag)y Negative 49; Sefer ha-Hinnuk 
94; Rashi on GitHn 45a. The question turned on the meaning of the verse “They 
shall not dwell in thy land” (Exod. 23: 33), whether it referred only to the original 
seven nations or to heathens in generd. 
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most populous cities in Judea, which is inhabited by a pro- 
miscuous multitude, the greatest number of whom are Jews; 
but there are also some persons of other tribes from the 
neighboring nations who have mischievously made their way 
in, who are in a manner residents (/*4rona>t) among the ori^- 
nal native citizens (aidiyei/iat), and who do them a great 
deal of injury and cause them a great deal of trouble, as 
they are constantly undoing (irapakiovrts) some of the 
ancestral national customs of "the Jews.” Then he goes on 
to tell how during the reign of Caligula, “thinking that they 
have now an admirable opportunity for attacking them 
themselves, they have erected an extemporaneous altar of 
the most contemptible materials, having made clay into 
bricks, for the sole purpose of plotting against their fellow 
citizens; for they knew well that they would never endure 
to see their customs transgressed; as was indeed the case.” 

Now in this passage, it will be noticed, he describes the 
heathen population in Jamnia as being “in a manner me- 
toikoiy’ and he complains of their being “constantly un- 
doing some of the ancestral national customs of the Jews.” 
We take it that Philo uses the Athenian term metoikos as 
, synonymous with the Septuagint term paroikosy^'^ and con- 
sequently what he means to say is that these non-Jews in 
Jamnia have enjoyed among the Jews the privilege of what 
the Septuagint calls paroikoiy which “in a manner” is the 
equivalent of what the Athenians call metoikoi. His com- 
plaint against them, it will be noticed, is not that they 
themselves do not observe Jewish customs but rather that 
they are constantly “undoing,” that is to say, trying to 
destroy, Jewish customs, and that at the time of Caligula 
they openly joined with those who tried to force the Jews to 
violate their law. The inference to be drawn from this 

Legat. 30, 20O-floi. » Cf, bdow, n. 317, 
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passage is that practicing idolaters were allowed to establish 
residence among Jews in Palestine and, in accordance with 
the prescription of the Mosaic Law, were treated as “resident 
aliens.” 

Second, there is his interpretation of the verse “thou shalt 
not abhor an Egyptian because thou wast a resident (irdpoixos, 
Hebrew ger) in his land.” Commenting upon this verse, 
he says that “resident” (jiiroiKoiy^'’ in a foreign land should 
“pay some honor (n^d rtpefiv) to those who have accepted 
them.” The implication is that “residents in a foreign 
land ” in general, that is, both Jews in the diaspora and non- 
Jews in Palestine, are legally bound to “pay some honor to 
those who have accepted them.” Now with reference to the 
honor to be paid by the Jews to those who have accepted 
them, Philo makes it clear that he means by it prayer offered 
for the welfare of the government under whose rule they 
happen to live. Speaking of his own native city, he says that 
the Jews of Alexandria pay honor (rijuiJ) to the Augustan 
house by setting forth their gratefulness (^^kpurrov) in the 
synagogues,*** that is, by praying for it. It is quite reason- 
able to assume that the “some honor” which he expects of 
non-Jewish residents in Palestine is of a similar nature, and 
nothing more. 

Finally, there is his interpretation of the verses “Whoso- 
ever curses god shall be guilty of sin” and “Thou shalt 
not revile the gods” *** as referring generally to “the gods of 
the different cities who are falsdy so called” *” or to “the 

Deut. 23: 8 (7); cf. VirU 21, 106. 

5*^ On the interchangeability of the terms irApowcos and fikrotKosy -see M. Engers, 
Klia 18 (1923), p. 83, n. 4, 

Firt, 21, 105; cf. Jer. 29:7. 

Flac. 7, 48-49. 

Lev. 24: 15 (LXX). 

3** Exod. 22: 27 (LX^. 


3 « Mos, II, 38, 205. 
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gods whom others acknowledge.” The reason given by 
him for this law is that, by speaking insultingly of these 
other gods, one might “get into the habit of treating lightly 
of the word ‘God’ in general.”*** Inasmuch as this 
Mosaic law was meant primarily for the Jews residing in 
Palestine, we may assume that according to Philo heathens 
were to be allowed by the Mosaic law to live among Jews in 
Palestine. 

All these passages would thus seem to indicate that the 
“resident alien,” according to Philo’s conception of the Mo- 
saic Law, was, unlike the rabbinic ger toshaby a practicing 
idolater who was allowed to live among Jews in Palestine 
under the Pentateuchal laws regarding a toshab. 

But, besides the “alien” and the “resident alien” Philo, 
in one single passage, speaks of a third type of non-Jewish 
resident in the Mosaic polity. He calls him “proselyte,” but 
unlike the proselyte who has adopted all the practices and 
beliefs of Judaism and is a full member of the “congregation 
of the Lord,” this new kind of proselyte is like the ger 
toshab of the rabbis, who, while he has not imdergone cir- 
cumcision and has not adopted aU the Jewish practices and 
beliefs, has renoimced polytheism and idolatry and has ^ven 
up certain other heathen practices. We shall refer to this 
kind of proselyte as the “spiritual prosdyte” instead of the 
more common name “semi-proselyte” to which objection 
has been raised.*** A reference to such spiritual proselytes is 
found by Philo in the verses which in the Septuagint are 
translated “A proselyte (gw), shall you not wrong, neither 
shall you oppress him, for you were proselytes {gerim) in the 
land of Egypt” **® and “A proselyte {ger) shall you not op- 

» Spec. 1 , 9, 53. Cf. G. ADon in Tariit, 6 (i934-3S)» P- 3P, “• *• 

w Moj. 11 , 38, ao5j cf. Spec. 1 , 9, J3; in Exod. 11 , 5. 

MS Cf. Moore, JudeUsm, 1 , 339. s’* Exod. as: ao (ai). 
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press, for you know the soul of a proselyte {ger), for you were 
proselytes {gerim) in the land of Egypt.” Commenting 
upon these verses, Philo tries to show that the term proselyte 
in them does not refer to a proselyte in the technical sense 
of the term, namely, one who is circumcised and follows all 
the laws. His reason for this interpretation of the term 
“proselyte” in these verses is its comparison to the term 
“proselytes” applied to the Jews in Egypt. According to 
Philo, the Jews, during their servitude in Egypt, did not 
practice circumcision,^*® and consequently, he argues, the 
proselyte who is not to be wronged must also refer to one 
who has not undergone circumcision. Still, while not cir- 
cumcised, the “proselyte” in question is assumed by Philo 
to have accepted certain principles of Judaism. *** What 

3*7 Exod. a3: 9. Cf. Belkin, Philo and the Oral Law^ pp. 46-48. 

3** This view of Philo is based upon the Septuagint version of Joshua 5: 4, which 
reads: ‘*A 11 who had been born on the way, and all who had been formerly uncir- 
cumcised when they came out of Egypt, all these Joshua circumcised.” So also 
according to native Jewish tradition none but the tribe of Levi practiced circum- 
cision while in Egypt. Sifre § 67, F, p. 17b; H, p. 62; Exodus Rabbah 19, 5; 
cf. Ginzberg, *ithe Legends of the Jews III, an; VI, p. 78, n. 409; cf. also Kimhi on 
Josh. 5:5. 

3*9 The reasoning employed by Philo to show that the term “proselyte” in the 
two verses in question is to be taken in the sense of a “spiritual proselyte” because 
of its comparison to the Jews who were “proselytes” in Egypt is not followed out 
by him in his interpretation of the term “proselyte” in two other similar verses. 
In the verse “The proselyte who cometh to you shall be as the native-born among 
you, and thou shalt love him as thyself” (Lev. 19:34), the term “proselyte” is 
taken by Hm, as by the rabbis, to refer to a full proselyte {Spec, I, 9, 52; VirU 20, 
103; cf. SifrUy ^edoshimy Pereh 8, p. 91a), though the verse concludes with the 
clause “for you were proselytes in the land of Egypt.” Similarly in the verse “He 
administereth justice to the proselyte and the orphan and the widow, and loveth 
the proselyte in gi'vdng him food and rdment (Deut. 10: 18), the term “proselyte” 
is taken by him to refer to the full proselyte {Spec. I, 57, 308-309; Firt, 20, 104), 
even though it is followed by the verse “Love ye therefore the proselyte, for you 
were proselytes in the land of Egypt” (Deut. 10; 19). Evidently in these verses 
he takes the term “proselyte,” wHch is applied to the Jews while they were in 
Egypt, merely in the general sense of one who is a newcomer, a stranger, and not 
a native. In one place the Jews in Egypt are described by him as aliens {i^kyoi) 
{Mos, 1 , 7, 34) and in another place this term “ahen” is taken by him to mean the 
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those principles are he does not specify. He only describes 
them as (a) a circumcision of “ the pleasures and the desires 
and the other passions of the soul” and (b) “an estrange- 
ment (dXXorpfcjo-ty) from the opinions of the worshipers of 
many gods, and establishing a relationship (filKeloffis) with 
those who honor the one God, the Father of the universe.” *** 
Why such an uncircumcised gentile should be described as 
“proselyte” when this term in its technical sense means 
circumcision and the acceptance of all the laws is explained 
by Philo on the ground that the term “proselyte” is used 
here figuratively in two senses. First, as he himself has 
already indicated, such a gentile, while he is not circum- 
cised in the flesh and has not fully joined the “holy polity,” 
has “circumcised” his “pleasures” and “desires” and “other 
passions of the soul” and has become a stranger (AXXorpf- 
wo-is) to polytheists and a relation (dKeUixns) tX) those who 
believe in one God. Second, referring to “some persons,” he 
says that they explained the figurative use of “epelyte,” 
which to Philo means the same as “proselyte,” on the 
ground that the term “epelytes” in its literal sense means 
any aliens (J&oi) “who have newly arrived (MjXuSfs) in the 
country,” even though they have not been established in it 
as citizens, and consequently in its figurative sense it may be 
applied to “ aliens who have come over to the truth ” of some 
beliefs, even though they have not become fuUy converted. 

In connection with Philo’s interpretation of the ttrm 
“proselyte” in the commandment about not wrongng and 
not oppressing a “proselyte,” it is interesting to note that in 
native Jewish tradition this commandment is similarly taken 
to refer to what is called a “resident alien” (ger toshai), 

same as the term -rdpowtos, which in Dent* 23; 7, is applied to the Jews in Egypt 
(FirL 21, 106). 

in Exod, 11 , 2; FragmaUa^ Richter, VI, pp, 241-242 (M. II, 677). 
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which is the equivalent, as we have seen, of what we have 
calleU for Philo a “spiritual proselyte.” This native Jewish 
interpretation of the law may be inferred from the rabbinic 
interpretation of the verses “Thou shalt not deliver unto his 
master a slave that escaped from his master unto thee; he 
shall dwell with thee, in the midst of thee, in the place which 
he shall choose within one of thy gates, where it liketh him 
best; thou shalt not wrong him.” Commenting upon 
these verses, the rabbis say that the laws contained in them 
apply not only to a fugitive slave but also to a “resident 
alien” {^er tosJia})).^^ The inference to be drawn is that 
the last words in these verses, “ thou shalt not wrong him,” 
are taken by the rabbis, as the similar words in other verses 
are taken by Philo, to include a “spiritual proselyte.” 

Whatever the value of Philo’s interpretation of the term 
“proselyte” in the verses in question, his reference to what 
we have called spiritual proselytes reflects the actual ex- 

331 Deut 23: 16-17. 

33a Sifra, Behar, Pere^ j, on Lev. 251 40, p. 109c; Sifre Deut,, § 259, F, p. I2ia; 
HF, p. 282; Midrash ST annaim, on Deut. 23; 16, p. 149; Gittin 45a; 'Arakin 29a. 
In a hoxniletical interpretation of the law in question, however, the term “prose- 
lyte” is explicitly taken by the rabbis in the sense of a full proselyte. Thus, com- 
menting upon the verses “If a proselyte sojourn with thee in your land, ye shall 
not do him wrong; the proselyte that sojourneth with you shall be unto you as a 
native-born among you, and thou shalt love him as thyself, for ye were proselytes 
in the land of Egypt” (Lev. 19; 33-34), they say as follows: “‘As a native born’: 
just as the ‘native-born* is he who has accepted the entire law, so also the ‘prose- 
lyte* is he who has accepted the entire Law” {Sijra, J^edoshim, Perek 8, p. 91a; 
Mepllah 17b; Yehamot 46b). In another homiletical passage, commenting upon 
the verse “Thou shalt not wrong a proselyte” (Exod. 22: 20), the rabbis say; 
“Thou shalt not wrong him with words . , . Thou shalt not say to him: Yesterday 
thou wast worshipping Bel, bowing down [to] Nebo (cf. Isa. 46; i) and behold 
swine’s flesh is still between thy teeth, and now thou darest to say things against 
me” {Mehlta, Nezikin 18, F, p. 95a; W, p. loia; HR, p. 311; L, III, p. 137). In 
this passage, it is not clear whether the expression “and behold swine’s flesh is still 
between thy teeth” should be taken liter^y, the reference thus being to one who 
is not a full proselyte, or whether it should be taken figuratively and the reference 
would thus be to a full proselyte. Legally, however, as we have seen, the law in 
question is taken by the rabbis, as it is by Philo, to apply also to a spiritual proselyte* 
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istence at his time of a class of gentiles who, while uncir- 
cumcised, had renounced idolatry and otherwise led a 
virtuous life. In the literature of a time shortly after Philo 
there are specific references to the existence of such spiritual 
proselytes in all parts of the Jewish world. They are called 
by the name of “God-fearers” (ol <f>ol3o6/ji£voi or <r€/S6/tew>t tAp 
derived from a similar scriptural expression. A 
reference to such “God-fearers” occurs also in Tannaitic 
literature, where they are explicitly distinguished from 
“righteous proselytes,” that is, full proselytes.*" These 
“God-fearers” in that Tannaitic passage, in so far as they 
are distinguished from the full proselyte, are probably 
identical with the “resident alien” who observes the seven 
Noachian laws, or, at least, they belong to the same class 
of gentiles who have adopted certain Jewish beliefs and 
practices. Identical with these “ God-fearers ” and “resident 
aliens” are probably also what the rabbis call “righteous 
gentiles” or “pious gentiles,” concerning whom they say 
that they have a portion in the world to come.**® In the 
light of this application of the term “righteous” or “pious” 
to gentiles who have adopted a certain number of Jewish 
beliefs, called by the rabbis “resident aliens,” who are 
identical with Philo’s spiritual proselytes, it is not impossible 
that when Philo speaks of the “blamcl«s life of pious men 
(Afflap &p6p<!mi)p) who follow nature and her ordinances ” **’ 
and of “all who practice wisdom either in Gredan or bar- 

333 Cf. J. Klausner, From Jesus to Fm!^ pp» 29 ff., for a general survey of the sub- 
ject, with bibliography, 

334 Cf,, e,g,, Ps, 15: 4. 

333 MeHUay Nmlitty i8, F, p. 95b; W, p. loib; HR, p, 312; L, III, p, 141; 
Maseket Gerim IV, 5 (ed. Higger, p, 79). Cf, J. Klausner, op, ciUy p. 58, 

33 « STw, Sanhedrin XIII, 2. Maimonidcs identifies the pious of the nations** 
with the “resident alien** SsnsA: Jssure Bi*ah XlVy 7; MelaBm VIII, 

lo-ii). 

wt Spec, II, 12, 42, 
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barian lands, and live a blameless and irreproachable life/’^^® 
the reference, in so far as it includes non- Jews, is to his 
spiritual proselytes. The expression “nature and its ordi- 
nances” which these “pious men” are said by him to follow, 
includes, as we have shown above, five laws which are 
characteristically similar to laws generally described by 
the rabbis as Noachian. Similarly when he includes among 
“the wise and just and virtuous”®^® not only the Jewish 
Essenes but also the seven wise men of Greece,®^* the 
Magi among the Persians,’'*’ and the Gymnosophists in 
India,’^ he would call them all spiritual proselytes. The 
“spiritual proselytes” of Philo are, therefore, not only those 
gentiles who have acknowledged the Jewish God and ac- 
cepted certain Jewish laws of conduct but also those gentiles 
who by the power of their own reason have arrived at a 
philosophic conception of God and a philosophic life of 
virtue. 

II. The Ideal Constitution 

In Philo’s delineation of the Mosaic constitution there is 
nothing the like of which we do not find in the constitutions 
of the various states analyzed and examined by Aristotle. 
There is a king, there are judges and magistrates and a coun- 
cil of elders, there are citizens, both native and naturalized, 
and there are aliens and resident aliens. In his analysis 
and description of the Mosaic constitution, however, it was 
not Philo’s purpose to bring to the knowledge of his Greek 
readers a constitution which had been overlooked by Aristo- 
tle. Nor was it his purpose to show that this constitution was 
like all other constitutions. His purpose was to show that 

Ihtd^y 44 . 

339 Cf. above, pp. 185-187. 

34 ® Trohus n, 72. 

34 * Ihid,^ 12, 75. 


34 * Ibid., II, 73, 

343 Ibid., 74. 

344 Ibid, 
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it was unlike any of the other known constitutions; it was 
better than any of them; in fact, it was the ideal constitution 
which philosophers had been looking for. 

In Greek philosophy the question is raised whether any 
of the existing forms of government can be characterized as 
the ideal form of government. Both Plato and Aristotle 
answer it in the negative. 

Plato divides all forms of government into what he de- 
scribes as right and not right (ok the former 

being those which rule according to law and the latter those 
which rule without law. Under the former he places (i ) king- 
ship, (a) aristocracy, and (3) democracy; under the latter 
he places (i) tyranny, (2) oligarchy, and (3) a lawless 
democracy.* Still, no form of government which is based 
upon a fixed law, though called by him a right form of gov- 
ernment, is according to him, in his Statesman and Republic^ 
an ideal form of government. And the reason why he does 
not consider any such form of government as ideal is that 
no fixed law, according to him, can be perfect, complete, 
eternal, immutable, and operating in the interest of all the 
people. Plato clearly expresses this view in his statements 
that “law could never, by determining exacdy what is noblest 
and most just for one and all, enjoin upon them that which is 
best; for the differences of men and of actions and the fact 
that nothing, I may say, in human life is ever at rest forbid 
any science whatsoever to promulgate any simple rule for 
everything and for all time,” * and that "each form of 
government enacts the laws with a view to its own advan- 
tage, a democracy democratic laws and tyranny autocratic, 
and the others likewise,” * 

Aristotle similarly divides all forms of government into 


* Statesman 30a B-c. 
« Ibid. 


i Ibid* 294 B. 

4 Republic 1 , 338 E. 
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what he describes as faultless {&van&firriTos) or right (6p5^) 
and faulty {•finaprujuivT]) or perverted (xapeKjSejSijKvia),® the 
former being those which rule “with a view to the common 
interest” and the latter those which rule “with a view to the 
private interest.” Under the former he places (i) king- 
ship, (2) aristocracy, and (3) polity, that is, what Plato calls 
democracy; under the latter he places (i) tyranny, (2) oli- 
garchy, and (3) democracy,’^ that is, what Plato calls law- 
less democracy. Still, none of the right forms of government 
is regarded by him as an ideal form of government, and the 
reason for this again is ultimately to be traced to the fact 
that the laws in accordance with which these forms of gov- 
ernment are supposed to rule for the common interest are 
imperfect laws and often they operate in the interest of only 
certain groups of people. Aristotle indirectly expresses this 
view in his statements that while laws “are rules according 
to which the magistrates should administer the state,” * laws 
vary in accordance with the forms of government, and, while 
indeed true forms of government will of necessity have just 
laws,®* faulty forms of governments will have unjust laws, for 
laws are made by those who are empowered to legislate by 
what happens to be the constitution of the state, and there- 
fore they cannot be more ideally just than the men them- 
selves who constitute the ruling class in the state and make 
its laws. 

The reason, then, why both Plato and Aristotle despaired 
of an ideal state is that there is no ideal law. An ideal state, 
therefore, according to Plato, would be one in which “the 
rulers are found to be truly possessed of science, not merely to 
seem to possess it, whether they rule by law or without law, 

s Politico HI, I, ia75b, i-a; 7, ia79a, 04-25. 

® Ibid. Ill, 7, 12793, 28-31. ‘ Ibid. IV, 1, 1289a, 19-20. 

» Ibid. 1279a, 32-i279b, 10. 9 Ibid. Ill, 11, 1282b, 10-13. 
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whether their subjects are willing or unwilling ... so long 
as they act in accordance with science and justice and pre- 
serve and benefit it by making it better than it was,” ” and 
he is looking forward to the coming of a “scientific law- 
maker” to establish such an ideal state.” In his Republic 
he himself sketches the constitution of such an ideal state, 
wherein philosophically trained guardians would rule the 
people in accordance with science and jusdce. When later 
in the Laws, he conceived of another type of state, wherein 
the people are to be ruled by fixed laws, that state is de- 
scribed by him not as the best but as the second best." 
Similarly, Aristotle, while disagreeing with Plato’s earlier 
view that a government without fixed laws can be the best 
government, provided it is ruled by wise men, and while also 
maintaining that the best form of government is that which 
is based on law, for “he who bids the law rule may be 
deemed to bid God and reason alone rule, but he who bids 
man rule adds an element of the beast,” " still does not 
think that any government that is devised by man can be 
the absolutely best government, “for the best,” he says, “is 
often unattainable,” and any government called b«t is 
best only “relatively to given conditions.” And the reason 
for this is again that he does not believe there can be an 
ideal law upon which an ideal state is to be based, for “what 
are good laws has not yet been clearly explained ” and the 
law everywhere is made and will always have to be made by 
men, and consequently he rightly asks, “What if the law 
itself be democratical or oligarchical, how will that help us 
out of our difficulties ? ” 

Statesman 293 o-D. 

” Ibid* 295 E. 

« Laws V, 739 a; 739 e; Statesmen 297 e. *» Uid,^ 26, 

« Politica III, 16, 1287a, 28-29. ** Ibid. Ill, ii, 1282b, 6-7. 

*4 Ibid* IV, I, ia88b, 25. Ibid. Ill, 10, 1281a, 36-38. 
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Taking his cue from both Plato and Aristotle, Philo seems 
to argue as follows; Suppose we have a “scientific lawgiver” 
who is even better than the scientific lawgiver of Plato, 
and that that scientific lawgiver produces a law which is, as 
Plato says, “in accordance with science and justice,” which 
is “noblest and just for one and all,” which takes into cogni- 
zance “the differences of men- and of actions” and which 
promulgates a “simple rule for everything and for all time.” 
Suppose also that that law, unlike all the laws with which 
Aristotle was acquainted, was not promulgated by legis- 
lators in an established government which happened to be 
of a certain form, but rather by a legislator who was neither 
“democratic” nor “oligarchic.”*® Such a law would im- 
doubtedly be admitted by both of them to be a perfect law, 
and a form of government founded on the basis of such a 
law would also be admitted by both of them to be a perfect 
form of government. Now such a law, contends Philo, is 
the Law of Moses. Unlike the man-made constitution and 
laws framed by Plato which are only the second best and 
suitable only to certain conditions of place and time, and 
unlike also all the man-made laws envisaged by Aristotle 
which are relative to the constitution of the state, this Law 
of Moses is God-given and hence suitable to all conditions 
of place and time and is not relative to the constitution of 
a state. In this view of the exceptional character of the 
Mosaic law he must have confirmed himself by his knowl- 
edge of its internal development whereby it was possible for 
it to function as a living law for the Jews of his own time 
both in Palestine and in the various lands of the diaspora, 
and this despite the vast changes in the condition of the life 
of the people. In one place he explicitly argues for the future 
eternity of the Law on the ground of past experience, for in 

** Cf. above, n. 3. Cf. above, n. 17. 
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the past, “ though the nation has undergone so many changes, 
both to increased prosperity and the reverse, nothing, not 
even the smallest part of the ordinances, has been chang«i.’'** 
The last statement would seem to be rather strange, es- 
pecially in view of the fact that his own exposition of the 
Mosaic laws as they were practiced at his own time shows 
many changes from the original form in which they are re- 
corded in the Pentateuch. But these changes, according to 
Philo, came about as a result of the operation of the oral 
law, and, with his conception of the oral law as implicit 
within the written law,“ it was quite natural for him not to 
consider the many changes wrought in the Mosaic Law by 
means of interpretation and enactment as innovations in 
the law. He rather considered them, after the rabbis, as the 
unfoldment of the true meaning of the law. 

This argument which we have put in the mouth of Philo 
may be discerned in the introductory statement to his ex- 
position of the laws of Moses- Referring to those whom he 
describes as thinking themselves “superior legislators,” he 
says that those superior legislators, “having first founded 
and established a city in accordance with reason, have then, 
by framing laws, adapted to it the constitution which they 
thought most agreeable and suitable to the form in which 
they had founded it.” “ The reference is primarily to Plato, 
but it applies also to Aristotle. When Plato wished to es- 
tablish, not an ideal state, but the next best to an ideal state, 
he found it necessary to try his experiment in a new colony 
to be established on a deserted site and to have a constitu- 
tion and laws prepared for the colony by a committee of ten.** 
The constitution and the laws in Plato’s next best to the 
ideal state are thus man-made and are thus particularly 


« Mos. II, 3, 15. 

** Cf. above, 1 , 194. 


** Moi, II, 9, 49. 

*» Laws III, 70a B E 
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devised to meet the requirements of a particular city, of a 
special size, built on a special site and inhabited by a special 
kind of population. They are not a universal constitution 
and universal laws suitable for all men, and for all time, and 
for all places. The same criticism would apply also to the 
relatively best state in Aristotle’s Politics, for according 
to Aristotle, too, laws are always relative to constitu- 
tions*^ and constitutions are best only relatively to cir- 
cumstances,*® and, as in Plato, therefore, any system of law 
presupposes a special kind of state inhabited by a special 
kind of population.*® 

The laws of Moses, argues Philo, are different. They are 
not laws framed by men for a “city made with hands”; 
they are laws revealed by God, “too good and too divine to 
be limited as it were by any circle of things on earth they 
are laws suitable for all cities within this “Great City” 
created by God, for they are veritable laws of nature, being 
“a faithful image of the constitution of the whole world.” *t 
W hy were the laws of Moses promulgated “in the depths of 
the deserts instead of in cities ? ” asks Philo, and his answer 
is that it was for three reasons; first, because in the desert 
the people could be convinced through a variety of miracles 
that the laws were “not the inventions of a man but quite 
clearly the oracles of God”;** second, because also these 
laws, not being the work of legislators in a society already 
established, or, at least, conceived of according to a certain 
form of government, but rather the revelation of God to 
be served as the foundation of a society as yet to be estab- 

Politica III, n, laSab, lo-ii. 

*5 IHd, IV, I, ia88a, a 4 - 27 . 

Ibid, VII, 4, 1325b, 35 fF. There is no ground for Colson’s statement (VI, 
473 > that “Aristotle’s Politics hardly fits the case.” Philo’s essential criticism, 

as herein presented, will apply to any ideal state conceived by philosophers. 

*7 Mos, II, 9, 51. a* Decal 4, 15. 



POLITICAL THEORY ' 381 

lished, had to be revealed in the desert before the people 
organized themselves into a form of government;*’ third, 
because the people among whom this law was to be estab- 
lished were to start as new-born babes, free from the wrong 
opinions and the passions acquired by them during their 
life in the cities of Egypt, and therefore they had to undergo 
a period of purgation in the desert.®* These laws, continues 
Philo, consist of “just principles ” (top SuccUuv) prepared for 
the people from beforehand,®* which are complete, perfect, 
suitable for all men, in all places, and under all drcum- 
stances, “firm, unshaken, immovable,” that “vdll remain for 
all future ages as though immortal.” ®* And so the law of 
Moses is presented by Philo as the ideal law sought after by 
all philosophers, to serve as the basis of a new constitution 
in a new state to be established by a new peOple in a new 
country. 

Such a state ruled by a law revealed by God has its source 
of authority in God, and should therefore be described as a 
state ruled by God. There is in it, indeed, a king, but that 
king, though elected by the people, rules by virtue of his 
having been chosen by God.** God is, then, according to 
the Pentateuch, the real ruler; the king rules only when he 
is chosen by God. The same view is directly expressed in 
other parts of Scripture. When Gideon refused the kingdom 
it was because, as he said, “the Lord shall rule over you,” ** 
and when the elder of Israel asked Samuel to give them a 
king, God is made to say concerning this request: “They 
have rejected me, that I should not be king over them.” ** 
On the basis of scriptural terminology, then, the constitution 


»» Ibid. 3, 14- 

5 “ Ibid. I, 2-3, 13. 
P Ibid. 3, 14. 

» Mos. II, 3, 14. 


» Cf. above, pp. 326, 330. 
« Judge* 8i 23. 
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of the state as outlined by Moses should be called a govern- 
ment by God. For such an appellation Philo could have 
found philosophic support in Aristotle’s statement that 
“he who bids the law rule may be deemed to bid God and 
reason alone to rule.” In fact, Josephus suggests that the 
Mosaic constitution “may be termed a theocracy, placing 
all sovereignty and authority in the hands of God.” This 
term is indirectly suggested also by Philo when he describes 
the people of the tower of Babel as those who “enroll them- 
selves as rulers and kings, making over the undestroyable 
rule of God (t6 dew kp&tos) to creation that passes away and 
perishes” and when he also explains that as a retribution 
for their attempt to destroy “the eternal kingship” in the 
world, God has punished them with the destruction of gov- 
ernment among them.®’ It is also suggested in his constant 
description of God as exercising “monarchical rule,” as 
being “ruler” and “king,” ■*’ and especially in his descrip- 
tion of God as the ideal king after whom the human king 
is to mpdel himself.^* 

Philo, however, wished to describe the Mosaic form of 
government in terms familiar to Greek readers. But how 
should he describe it ? Certainly it is not to be described as 
a tyranny or an oligarchy or a lawless democracy. It would 
have to be one of the three forms of government which Plato 
and Aristotle characterize as good, and of these three it 
would have to be that which is the best among them. But 
which is the best among the three good forms of govern- 
ment? There is no definite answer for that in either Plato 

3 ^ Politica III, 16, 1287a, 28-30; cf. Quotations from Plato above. 

3 T Apion. II, i6, 165. 

3 * Somn, II, 43, 290. 

39 Ihid.) 285-286. 

DecaL 29, 155; for more references see Leisegang, Indices y sub d€&Sy p. 368* 

^ IV, 34, 176 f. 



POLITICAL THEORY 383 

or Aristotle. Plato in one place says that “monarchy, when 
bound by good rules, which we call laws, is the best of all 
the six” forms of government enumerated by him,<* but in 
other places he says that aristocracy is the best form of 
government.^* Similarly Aristotle maintains that monarchy 
and aristocracy are the two best forms of government,** 
though, under certain conditions, he considers aristocracy 
preferable to monarchy.** But then, again, even though 
democracy is considered by them less desirable than mon- 
archy and aristocracy as a form of government, still both of 
them describe democracy by a term which is laudatory. The 
chief characteristic of democracy, according to both Plato 
and Aristotle, is equality,*® and, concerning equality, Plato 
quotes what he terms “an old and true saying” that “equal- 
ity produces amity” *^ and Aristotle says that “when men 
are equal they are contented.” ** Moreover, among the 
Peripatetics and Stoics there was a tendency to find the best 
form of government in a combination of monarchy, aris- 
tocracy, and democracy. The Peripatetic Dicaearchus is 
said to have held such a view.** The Stoics are reported to 
have maintained that the best form of government is “a 
mixture of democracy, kingship, and aristocracy.” ** Such 
also was the view of Polybius ** and Cicero.** With all this 
in the back of his mind, Philo is trying to show that the 
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Mosaic constitxition contains the best features of all the 
good forms of government. 

In the first place, the Mosaic form of government contains 
the best feature of the monarchical form of government. 
According to Plato, as we have seen, “monarchy, when 
bound by good written rules, which we call laws, is the best 
of all the six” ** forms of government which he has enumer- 
ated. Philo therefore tries to show that the scriptural form 
of government is in part a monarchy bound by good written 
rules. In that scriptural monarchical form of government, 
the duty of the monarch is not only to be law-abiding him- 
self but also to enforce the rule of the law. The injunction 
that the king is to write out with his own hand the Sequel 
to the laws *'• and to read it and to familiarize himself with 
it is all for the end “that he may have a constant and un- 
broken memory of ordinances, so good and profitable to 
all,” s® for by knowing these laws he will follow them.*® 
“Other kings,” he says, “carry rods in their hands as scepters 
but my scepter is the book of the Sequel to the law.” It 
is because the king rules by law that Philo contrasts king- 
rule with ochlocracy and oligarchy, both of which stand for 
lawless rule.®* He does not contrast it, however, with 
aristocracy or democracy, and this undoubtedly because he 
considered either of these two forms of government as 
compatible 'vrith kingship, for as says Aristotle, kingship 
according to law may be found either in an aristocracy or a 
democracy.®® And so Philo will next try to show how the 
monarchical form of government of the Mosaic constitution 
is at the same time also an aristocracy and a democracy. 

» Statesman 30a e, 

^ Deut, 17: i8-ao. Bj the “Sequel” Philo means the Book of Deuteronomy, 

« Spec, IV, 32, i6i, 

s® 165-169, s8 BecaL 29, 155; Fug, 2, 10. 

w 164. 59 PoHtica III, 16, 1287a, 3-6. 



POLITICAL THEORY 385 

In the second place, he therefore says, it contains also the 
best features of the aristocratic form of government. By 
definition an aristocracy is a government in which “the 
rulers are the best” or “they have at heart the best interests 
of the state and of the citizens.” ** In his contention that 
rulers must be men of merit and of special equipment for 
their task, Plato is fond of drawing upon the illustration of 
physicians and steersmen. ‘‘ These two kinds of illustration 
are also drawn upon by Aristotle.** In accordance with these 
conceptions of aristocracy, Philo tries to show that the Mo- 
saic government, though a monarchy in form, insists upon 
the rule of the best and for the best interest of the state and 
of the citizens. The head of the government, though a king, 
is to be chosen on the ground that he “has been judged 
worthy to fill the highest and most important office.” ** The 
king is to have as his lieutenants, “to share with him the 
duties of governing, gjving judgment, and mana^ng all the 
matters which concern the public welfare,” men who are 
“all chosen according to thdr merit {hfnoTlvhtv) in good 
sense, ability, justice, and godliness.” ** He reproduces with 
great embellishment Plato’s favorite example of the phy- 
sician and the steersman to illustrate the wisdom of scrip- 
tural law with r^ard to its insistence upon merit in the ap- 
pointment of kings and ma^strates.** The king together 

«• III, 7, 1179“. 35-37- ^ ^ ^ £ a 

Cf. Statesman ^93 a; 095 b; 296 b; 297 b; Lams XII, 9^3 a; G&rpas 404 1 w.; 
Republic VI, 4S8 A, 

^ Potitica III, 6, ia79aj 38-12821, 7; 1282a, 10; VII, 2, 1324b, 
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with the magistrates appointed by him is to manage every- 
thing which is for the “common advantage” (Koivw^ekfisy'' of 
all the citizens, not only of those who are “distinguished” or 
“rich” or are “men in high office” but also of “the com- 
moner or the poor or the obscure,” ** for the commands of 
the Law are “good and profitable to all.” 

In the third place, the Mosaic form of government con- 
tains also the best features of democracy. Now both Plato 
and Aristotle, as we have seen, identify democracy with 
equality and both of them speak highly in praise of equal- 
ity,’* and yet both of them repudiate democracy as an un- 
desirable form of government. What is wrong then with 
democracy? The answer which they both give is that 
equality in democracy is not always the right kind of equal- 
ity. Equality (labrris), they say, may be either numerical or 
proportional.’* The former means the distribution of things 
equally among all men irrespective of merit, that is, all men 
by virtue of their being citizens have a right to vote and to 
determine policies of state, and are entitled also to hold any 
kind of office to administer aflFairs of the state; the latter 
means the distribution of things among all men according to 
their individual merits, that is, no man is to be excluded from 
voting or from holding office if he has the proper technical 
qualifications for the performance of his duties. Now, in 
democracy, they argue, the equality on which it is based often 

•7 aid ., 33, 170. 

Ihid.y 172. 70 cf. above, n. 46. 

liid.y 32, 16 1, Cf. above, nn. 47, 48. 
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7, 1158b, 29-36. 
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degenerates into numerical equality and, when that happens, 
then the democracy becomes what Aristotle describes as a 
form of government “in which, not law, but the multitude 
(xXijflos), have the supreme power, and supersede the law 
by their decrees.” ” This lawless sort of democracy, Aris- 
totle says further, “becomes despotic” and “is relatively to 
other democracies what tyranny is to other forms of mon- 
archy.” In such a democracy there is disorder (6.ra^la) 
and anarchy (Avapxfo), which ultimately lead to revolution 
and ruin.^s 

With all this in the back of his mind, Philo tries to show, 
on the one hand, how numerical equality is denounced in 
Scripture, how it is really inequality and not better than 
oligarchy and tyranny and despotism, and how it is dis- 
order, anarchy, and lawlessness; but, on the other hand, how 
proportional equality is true democracy which makes for 
harmony, order, and stability, and how such true democracy 
is embodied in the Mosaic constitution. 

The denunciation of numerical equality is found by him 
in two places in Scripture. 

First, alluding to the verse, “Take heed to thyself that 
thou be not snared by following them . . . saying, How 
did these nations serve their gods? even so will I do like- 
wise,” ’f® he says: “Some people suppose that what the many 
think right is lawful and just, though it be the height of 
lawlessness; but they do not judge well, for it is good to 
follow nature, and the headlong course of the multitude runs 
counter to what nature’s leading would have us do.” ” 

n Politica IV, 4, 12920, 4-6. « IHd., iJ-lS, 

« I6iJ. V, 3, 1302b, 27-30; VI, 4, 1319b, 14-17; cf. Rtpuiiie VIII, 557 »-jj8 c; 
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Second, drawing upon the story of the uprising of Korah 
against Moses,’'* he says that at the root of the upriring was 
the issue whether the few who are qualified by merit should 
rule, or whether the rule should be entrusted to the many 
irrespective of their qualification. The lower temple at- 
tendants, under the leadership of Korah, says Philo, “puflFed 
with pride over their own numerical superiority over the 
priests, despised their fewness, and combined in the same 
deed two trespasses, by attempting on the one hand to bring 
low the superior, on the other to exalt the inferior,” thereby 
overthrowing “that most excellent promoter of the com- 
mon weal, order.” ” 

Then taking numerical equality, which Aristotle describes 
as a form of democracy “in which, not the law, but the mul- 
titude, have the supreme power,” he describes it as ochloc- 
racy,*^ characterizing the latter as “the counterfeit of 
democracy.” ** Like Aristotle, who says that in a democracy 
based upon numerical equality the multitude “supersede the 
law by their decrees” ** and that in such a democracy there 
is “disorder” (ara^la) and “anarchy” (Jwapxla), which 
ultimately lead to “sedition” ((ttAo-w),*^ he says that in 
ochlocracy “lawlessness” is paramount,** that “disorder” 
(Arabia) prevails in existing things as a result of ochloc- 
racy,*® that “anarchy” {&vapxia) is the mother of ochloc- 
racy,*’' and that through being infected with ochlocracy “we 

7 * Num. 16; I ff. w Mos, II, 50, 277. 

Politica IV, 4, iii92a, 4-6, 

The use of the term '‘ochlocracy” as a description of lawless democracy oc- 
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pass our lives forever amid tumults, and commotions, and 
intestine seditions {iiupvXloa *• Again, like Aris- 

totle, who says that this sort of lawless democracy “is rela- 
tively to other democracies what tyranny is to other forms 
of monarchy” *» and compares it also to that one of the 
three forms of oligarchy which is lawless,** Philo also adds 
tyranny to ochlocracy as another form of lawless govern- 
ment and brackets “oligarchy and ochlocracy” as two 
“mischievous forms of government, which arise among the 
vilest of men, produced by disorder and covetousness.” ** 
Finally, like Aristotle, who tries to show that democracy 
which is based upon numerical equality is a perversion of 
“proportionate equality” and “justice,” Philo says that 
ochlocracy “admires inequality.”** It is in this sense of 
numerical equality that Philo says that “to give equal 
things to unequal people is an action of great injustice.” ** 

In contradistinction to all these evils of numerical equal- 
ity, when made a principle of government, is proportional 
equality. Speaking for himself as well as for Plato, Aristotle 
says, “the only stable principle of government is equality 
according to proportion, and for every man to enjoy his 
own ” ** and diis stable principle of government, as may be 
gathered from his discussion, is not confined to any particular 
form of government; it may be found in any form of govern- 
ment, especially in those forms of government which he 
calls constitutional governments (iroXtrelai) and which he 
describes as inclining more to the side of the “multitude” 
(xX^^os)** and to “democracy” (d^fws).** Indirectly thus 

*» 45. 

Politica IV, 4, ia9aa, 17-18. Conf* a3, 108. 

7-9, •• Richter, VI, ao6 (M, II, 651). 

Jgr, II, 46. ^ PoHtiea V, 7, 1307a, 2^7. 

9 * DecaL 29, 155. 16. 

M Politica V, 1, 1301a, 25 ff. ^ Ihid^ ai-aa* 
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Aristode suggests that proportional equality is to be de- 
scribed as a tendency to democracy, even if it is not to be 
described by the term democracy itself.” Such propor- 
tional equality, according to Aristode, constitutes justice, 
for, as he says, “all men think justice to be a sort of equal- 
ity” and “proportional equality” at that. But to be 
just means also to act in accordance with law.'” Conse- 
quentiy, democracy means to Aristode not only equality but 
also a government of law. 

With all these statements on proportional equality in the 
back of his mind, namely, that it is the only stable principle 
of government, that it is to be found especially in those 
forms of government which incline more to the side of democ- 
racy and that it is the basis of justice and of law, Philo 
designates it by the simple term democracy, contrasting it 
with numerical equality which he calls ochlocracy. The 
term democracy is thus not used by him in the sense of any 
particular form of government; it is rather used by him in 
the sense of that general principle of justice according to 
which each man enjoys that which is justiy due to him under 
any form of law-abiding government, be it monarchic or 
aristocratic or democratic. This use of the term democracy 
as meaning a certain principle of government rather than 
any particular form of government seems to have been 
conamon at the time of Philo. Thus Dio Cassius quotes 
Maecenas to the eflFect that the change by Augustus of the 
Roman form of government into what is “stricdy speaking” 
a monarchy'®* will result in that “all will gain the true 
democracy and freedom which does not fail.” To the 

w Uni. V, 1, 1301a, a8-30. lUi. Ill, 12, i28ab, 18. 

IhU. V, 1, 1301a, 27; 1301b, 35-36; Eth. Nic. VIII, 7, 1158b, 30-31. 

Elk Nic. V, 1, 1129b, II ff. Dio Casaus, LII, i, i. 

Hem, LII, 14, 4; cf. Goodenough, The Politics of Philo Judaeus, p. 88, nn. ii, 
12. For various esplanarions of why Philo calls the Mosaic state democracy, see 
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mind of Philo, associated as democracy was with the princi- 
ple of proportional equality, democracy meant, as propor- 
tional equality did to Aristotle, the principle of justice. 
Quoting therefore in the name of “the masters of natural 
philosophy,” that is, the Pythagoreans, that “the mother of 
justice is equality,” he elaborates this statement, evi- 
dently on the basis of statements culled from Plato, to show 
how proportional equality, democracy, and justice aU mean 
the same. Says Plato: “It is of the nature of proportion 
(dyoXtryltt) to accomplish this [unity] most perfectly”;"' 
“justice imparts harmony and friendship”; “heaven and 
earth and gods are held together by communion and friend- 
ship, by orderliness, temperance, and justice; and it is this 
reason, my friend, why they call the whole of this world by 
the name of cosmos”;”* without justice “states cannot 
be”; “what health and disease are in the body justice and 
injustice are in the soul”;*” virtue is a harmony of the 
soul.” *“ With all these Platonic statements in his mind, 
and in addition to this his general use of the tenn democracy 
in the sense of proportional equality, he says that “all that 
keeps its due order is the work of equality, which in the 
universe as a whole is most properly called the cosmos, and 
in cities is democracy, the best legally regulated and most 
excellent of constitutions, in bodies is health and in souls 
virtuous conduct.” *” The term democracy, in this passage, 
described by him as “the best legally regulated and most 

F. Geiger, PMlon non Alexandreia als s&jdaltr Dsnker^ 193a, pp* 52-57; E. Lang- 
stadt, “Zu Philos B^riff der Demokratic,” Occident uni Orient , . * [ikfow] Qmter 
Anninersary Volume, 1936, pp. 349-364; Goodenough, op* cit*, 1938, pp. 86-90; 
Colson, 1939, VIII, 437“439- 

*05 Spec. IV, 42, 231. Cf. Hdnemann {Philos JVerke) and Colson, ad loc. 

Timaeus 31 c. 

Republic 1, 351 D. **• Republic IV, 444 c. 

Gorgias 508 a. Phaedo 93 e. 

Protagoras 323 A. *** Spec. IV, 42, 237, 
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excellent of constitutions,” is, as we have seen, not used in 
the sense of a particular form of government which is op- 
posed to that of monarchy or aristocracy, but rather in the 
sense of any form of government which is based upon just 
laws and in which all men are equal before the law, for, as 
he has said, it is equality of this kind that keeps things in 
due order. Descriptions of proportional equality as making 
for peace and harmony and order are also to be found in his 
statements that “equality of measurement {la-hnerpov) is the 
cause of the most perfect blessings,” that “equality is free 
from all annoyances and contributes to unite men for ad- 
vantageous ends,” and that “obedience to the law and 
equality are the seeds of peace and the causes of safety and 
continued durability.” 

It is equality in this sense, the equality of proportion, 
which means, as Aristotle says, “ for every man to enjoy his 
own,” “'t and which he himself refers to as democracy, that 
Philo finds embodied in the Mosaic constitution. That con- 
stitution, as he has already shown, is a mixture of monarchy 
and aristocracy: at the head of the state is a king, who is 
elected to the throne or inherits it, but only on the basis of 
merit; judges and officers are appointed by the king, but 
again only on the basis of merit; the law is fixed and it 
changes only by the interpretation of competent authori- 
ties and not by the vote of the multitude. Still this constitu- 
tion has also an ingredient of democracy in it, not democracy 
in the perverted sense of a government “in which the mul- 
titude and not the law has supreme power,” but rather 
democracy in the true sense of the term, in the sense of 
a government based upon law and upon the principle of 
proportional equality, wherein each man gets what he de- 

XX3 Fragment Richter, VI, aa6 (M, II, 665). 

Cf, above, n, 96. 


PoHtica IV, 4, 1292a, 5-6. 
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serves. “According to the law of such a democracy,” says 
Aristotle, “equality implies that the poor are to have no 
more advantages than the rich.” Philo similarly says 
that the Law, in its insistence upon justice, by which is 
meant equality, despite its many injunctions to show pity 
and kindness to the poor, explicitly admonishes “not to 
show pity to the poor man in giving juc%ment.” “Our 
law,” he says again, "exhorts to equality when it ordains 
that the penalties inflicted on offenders should correspond to 
their actions.” The principle of equality of proportion is 
found by him also in the verse in which three different kinds 
of repentance are prescribed for the sinner.”* His comment 
thereon is that “small offenses do not require great puri- 
fications, nor are small purifications fit for great offenses, but 
they should be equal and similar and in due proportion.” 
He also finds the same principle in the verse in which the 
king is enjoined to copy and read and memorize the Law in 
order “that his heart be not lifted up above his brethren.” 
His restatement of this verse is as follows: “And if I always 
keep the holy laws for my staff and support I shall win . , . 
the spirit of equality, and no greater ^xxi can be found than 
this.” “* So also in the Letter of Aristeas one of the elders 
counsels the king that in governing his subjects he should 
punish those who deserve punishment “in accordance with 
their deserts””* and maintain “a just bearing towards 
all” and be “equally fair (tiros) in speech to all” ”* — in 
other words, he should act in accordance with what Philo 
calls the spirit of equality. 

The Mosaic polity thus embodies within itself all the best 

Ibid.y 1291b, Ji-33. Dcut. 17: 20. 

”7 Spec. IV, 13, 72; cf. Exod. 2j: 3. *” Spec. IV, 32, 165. 

«« Spec. Ill, 33, 182. *** Aristeas, 188. 

Lev. 5:7-11. Ikid.y 189. 

Mut. 41, 235, Ihid.^ 191. 
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elements of the various good forms of government that could 
be devised by philosophers. Moreover, like any good state 
which, according to the philosophers, is not to exist for the 
sake of mere companionship or for the sake of merely 
supplying the necessaries of life but rather for the sake 
of the highest good,”* of virtue,”* of noble actions,*^® of the 
most eligible life,'®* and of the best life possible,*^* the Mo- 
saic state exists for the purpose of establishing a life in ac- 
cordance with the Law, which to Philo is identical with life 
in accordance with virtue and the best life. But inasmuch 
as the Law of Moses, as distinguished from the laws devised 
by the various legislators and philosophers, is God-given, 
it is the ideal law, for it implants the highest virtues and 
leads to the best kind of life, and therefore the Mosaic state 
based upon that law is the ideal state. In contradistinction 
to every other form of government which he describes by 
the general name of the “human polity” {iivdpmrLvr) ^^oX^- 
Tck),*’* he describes the Mosaic state as the holy polity 
(tepd ToKLTtla.),^^* the God-loving polity {<j>iK 6 d€os iroXirela),*** 
the best polity {iphrTt] iroXiTela),’**' and the irreproachable 
polity (iroXirefa dyexIXj/TTos) ; or, drawing upon the scrip- 
tural expressions the “ecclesia or church (hcicKriala) of the 
Lord” and “congregation or synagogue (crwayuyii) of 
the Lord,” he calls it “divine ecclesia {hacKiiala) and 
congregation (<r6XXo7os)” or “holy congregation and ec- 


Politica III, 9, 1281a, 3-4. 

Ibid. IV, 4, lagia, 17-18. 

"S Ibid. 1 , 1, i2jaa, 3-6. 

Ibid. Ill, 9, 1280b, 6-7. 

■ 3 “ Ibtd., 1281a, 2-3. 

*33 Ihd. VII, I, 1323a, 15-16. 

337 Ibtd., 4, 24; cf. Wisdom of Solomon 
(jiltefirTav) seed.” 

33 * Deut. 23: 2-4. 

337 Num. 7: 17. 


333 Ibtd. VII, 8, 1328a, 36-37. 

333 Somn. I, 38, 219. 

337 Spec. IV, 9, 55, et passim. 

333 Ibid. I, 9, 51. 

33 * Ibid. Ill, 30, 167. 

>: 15: “a holy people and a blameless 


37 “ Leg. All. Ill, 25, 81. 
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desia” or "holy congregation.” What he means by 
ecclesia is explained by him in the statement that Scripture 
“called them no longer multitude {multitudinem) or nation 
igentem) or people i^opuluni) but ecclesia {ecclesiam)^' and 
this because they were united not only “in body” {corpore) 
but also “in mind” In contrast with man-made 

political constitutions which may be at variance with 
truth/« the divinely revealed constitution of the Mosaic 
state is described by him as “a polity which is eager for 
the truth ” or “ a polity which is full of true life and 
vitality.” Finally, this “divine ecclesia ” was established 
on earth, “because God wished to send down from heaven to 
earth an image of His divine virtue, out of His compassion 
for our race, that it might not be destitute of a more excel- 
lent portion, and that He might thus wash off the pollutions 
which defile our miserable existence, so full of dishonor.” 

III. The Messianic Age 

Such, then, is Philo’s conception of the ideal state. It is a 
state in which every individual has his primary alliance to 
God and to the Law revealed by God. Whatever human 
authority exists in it, such as the king in governing the re- 
lations of man to man and the high priest in presiding over 
the temple and governing the relations of man to God, that 
authority is derived from the Law and functions only as an 
instrument in the application of the Law or in the interpre- 
tation of the Law. This ideal polity was to exist in Palestine 
and the temple was to exist only in Jerusalem, for, loyal 
to the Deuteronomic law, Philo adhered to the principle of 

Somn. II, Tjy 184; cf. ImmuU 44, iii, Ikter* 3, 7; 9, a8. 

*4* Spec, I, 60, 325; 63, 344. ni, 33, tSu 

in Exod, I, 10. Virt, 39, 21 9, 

Fragmenta^ Richter, VI, 231 (M, II, 669). 
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the centralization of sacrificial worship, and even tried to 
explain rationally why there should be only one temple.* No 
mention is made by him of the temple which existed in Egypt 
at Leontopolis. When urged by a desire to worship God by 
means of sacrifices as prescribed by the Law, he made a 
pilgrimage to the Temple in Jerusalem.* 

But Philo could not help feeling that the reality of the 
Jewish polity in Palestine in his own time fell short of the 
ideal pattern as described by Moses. There were still there 
the external trappings of a state. There was a king, there 
was a high priest, there were judges and magistrates, and 
there were also elders sitting in council. But the founder of 
the then reigning dynasty, Herod, had not come into power 
through an election by “ the whole multitude ” and certainly 
God did not “set His seal to ratify” him, and, though 
Agrippa I is presented by him sympathetically as a devoted 
Jew,’ the succession of Herod’s rule to his children was cer- 
tainly not because they were worthy of it. Nor were the 
high priests under the Herodian dynasty always elected for 
their superior virtue. There were indeed native-born Jews 
and proselytes and aliens and resident aliens in that Jewish 
polity in Palestine. But often these aliens were in control of 
historically Jewish cities, acted as masters of them, and 
treated the Jews as aliens, sometimes even denying them 
the hospitality due to aliens. During his own time, imder 
Caligula, the non-Jewish settlers in Jamnia openly outraged 
the religious feelings of their Jewish hosts.’ 

Then there was the diaspora. By the time of Philo the 
Jemsh polity transcended the boundaries of Palestine. Jew- 

* Spec. 1 , 12, 67. Cf. Deut. 12:5-7, 17-18. 

* Frond. 2, 64 (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangeltca VIII, 14, 398b; Fragmenta^ 
Richter VI, 200; M. II, 646); Aucher, II, 107. 

3 Legat. 35, 261-42, 333. 

< Ihd. 30, 200-201. 
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ish politieSj governed by the laws of Moses, as much as it was 
possible for these laws to be practiced outside of Palestine, 
existed throughout the Roman-Hellenistic world as well as 
throughout the Parthian world. How Philo looked upon these 
widespread Jewish polities in their relation to the Pales- 
tinian polity may be gathered indirectly from scattered pas- 
sages in his writings. 

The Jews in the diaspora are described by him as colonies 
(imiKlai) of the Jewish population in Judea, and these 
colonial Jews, he says, while “holding the Holy City where 
stands the sacred Temple of the most high God to be their 
mother city (uriTpdwdKis),” still account each city in which 
they have been born and brought up as their native city 
(xaTpIs),® just as Jerusalem is the native city (rarpls) of the 
Jews born therein.® The Jews of Palestine and of all these 
colonies constitute to him one whole nation (ixof Ift'os), of 
which the Jews in each locality are a part That 

whole nation of the Jews forms a polity which, in comparison 
with the local polities of each individual Jewish locality, is 
described by him as the more universal polity Ka^'hxmripa 
TohiTela), which bears the general name of the nation (rd 
Kotj'dv rod iBmvs ipopa), that is, the name Israel, and which 
depends for its existence upon the existence of the Temple.* 

In Alexandria the Jews are said by him to have a polity 

s Floe. 7, 46; Legal. 36, aSi. 

* Legal. 36, 478, and 481. 

7 Ihd. 29, 1B4. 

« IHd.y 194. That by this ** general name of the natton” he refers to tht name of 
Israel may be gathered from the full statement that in the detraction of the 
Temple Caligula “will also order the general name of the wht^ nadon to be blotted 
out lavpa<l>aifia&Tjpat),** TWs undoubtedly reflects such scriptural exprcsrions as 
“Thou wilt not blot out my name” (I Sam* 24; 22) and “he will sur- 

name himself by the name of Israel” (Isa. 44; 5) and “who are called by the name 
of Israel” (Isa. 48; i), and espedally the verse “And the Lewd said not that he 
would blot out (i^oXst^oi) the name of Israel” (II Kings 14: 27) in which^ how- 
ever, the Septuagint has “seed” (<nr^/*a) for “name.” 
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( 7 roXm/a)j» which, from his description of it, entitles them 
to the pursuit of “ancestral customs and the enjoyment of 
political rights.”” The term “ancestral customs” quite 
clearly describes the Jewish foliteia in Alexandria as a re- 
ligious organization. The second term, “the enjoyment of 
political rights,” is not so clear, but it is quite certain, on 
the evidence of the Claudine letter to the Alexandrines, that 
the Jews were not full citizens of Alexandria.” When Philo, 
therefore, speaks of the Jews of Alexandria as well as of 
other Hellenistic cities as citizens (TroXtrai),” he does not 
mean that they were full citizens; he uses that term only in 
the sense of their being members of the Jewish foliteia. 
Accordingly, Philo describes the Alexandrian Jews in their 
relation to each other as “their own fellow-citizens” (tuv 
tSlxav TToXiTwj/), whereas Alexandrian gentiles in relation to 
Alexandrian Jews are described as belonging to a different 
tribe (dXX6^DXoi),” and are contrasted with “us”, and “our 
people” as “them” and “Alexandrians.”"' Still, being 
residents of Alexandria, the Jews there are described by him 
as “Alexandrians” (’AXe^avSpets).** 

This conception of the Jews in Alexandria as “citizens” 
of the Jewish foliteia but not of the city of Alexandria itself 
is expressed by him in a statement which evidently refers to 
conditions in Alexandria at his own time. In that state- 

* Flac. 8, 53; LtgaU 44, 349; 45, 363. 

« FUu. 8, 53. 

“ H, I. Bell, Jews and Christians in Egypt (1924), pp. 23-29; cL pp. 11-13 for 
a summary of earlier views on the problem; cf. also M. Radin, *The Jews among the 
Greeks and Romans (1915), pp. 109-110; A. Tscherikower, Ha^Yehudim we-ha~ 
Yevanim ha^l!e\ujah ha-Hellenistit (1930), pp. 314-339. 

” Flac. 7, 47. 

*3 Legat, 31, 21 1. The term “tribe” here may perhaps also have the additional 
reference to the “tribes” into which full citizens of Alexandria were enrolled (cf. 
above, p. 360, n. 272), 

*4 Flat. 6, 43; 10, 78-79. 

Legat. 29, 194. 
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ment he pleads on behalf of strangers in the following words: 
“For strangers in my judgment, must be regarded as 

suppliants of those who receive them, and not only suppliants 
but settlers (jiiroiKoi) and friends, eagerly seeking equality 
of privilege with burgesses (Actuv) and already being near 
in status to citizens {irdklraLs), differing but little from 
natives (airroxOSpuv)." 

In this passage, it wiU be noticed, Philo contends that 
“strangers” are to be regarded as “setders” and the condi- 
tion of the latter is described by him in its relation to that of 
three other classes of the population, namely, “burgesses,” 
“citizens,” and “natives.” Now the term “burgesses” is 
technically applied to the most privileged class of the Alex- 
andrian population, the Greeks, for Alexandria, like Athens, 
strictly speaking, was a town or burg (ivru) and the privi- 
leged Greeks there, j^ain striedy speaking, were burgesses,'^ 
though they are also called citizens (xoXZtoi). The term 
“natives” refers to the native Egyptians, known as the 
Xool, whom Strabo and Josephus call hnx^pioi.^* The term 
“ citizens ” which in this passage stands between “ burgesses ” 
and “natives,” is used by Philo, as we have already seen, as 
a description of the Jews of Alexandria. Thus the Jews in 
Alexandria were not included among the “burgesses,” His 
description of “setders” as “eagerly seeking equality of 
privilege with burgesses” implies that there was an oppor- 
tunity for them of becoming “ burgesses ” and that they were 
availing themselves of that opportunity. From the Claudius 
letter to the Alexandrines we gather that setders had the 

Mas. 1 , 7, 35. 

H. S. Jones, “Claudius and the Jewish Quesdon in Alexandria/* The Journal 
of Roman Studies^ i6 (1926), p. a8. For a more predse definitiem of this term see E, 
Bickermann, “A propos des haroi dans I’l^gypte Gr^co-Romaine/* Rfoue de Philolo^ 
gUy 3e Sdric, i (1927), pp. 362-368, 

Strabo, XVII, i, 12; Josephus, BeU, Jud. II, 17, 7, 487* 
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opportunity of becoming burgesses, or, as he would say, of 
becoming Alexandrian citizens, by joining the ephebi and 
that during his reign many have availed themselves of that 
opportunity/** His description of settlers as “differing but 
little from natives ” undoubtedly refers to the fact that both 
of them were subject to the payment of a poll tax,“® from 
which “burgesses” and Jewish “citizens” were exempt.” 
EEs description of settlers as “ already being near in status to 
citizens” probably means that settlers enjoy the privileges 
of religious autonomy like those enjoyed by Jews.” 

From all this it may be gathered that the unity of all the 
scattered Jews rested, according to Philo, on two facts: first, 
their common racial origin, on which account he describes 
them by the term “nation” (?5 tos); ** second, their common 
religion, on which account he describes them as a “universal 
polity” or a “divine ecclesia,” ” that is to say, a number of 
individual commvmities, geographically and politically dis- 
persed, but united by a common law, a conxmon form of 
organized life and a common way of living. Inasmuch, how- 
ever, as at the time of Philo there was no group of racial Jews 
who did not confess Judaism, and inasmuch also as the prose- 

Cf. Bell, op. cit., p. 24, 11. 53-57; p. a8 (9); Jones, op. cit., p. a8. No special 
term is used by Claudius as a description of those settlers whom he confirmed as 
citizens because of their having joined the ephebi. But we take it that it is settlers 
of the same kind that Philo means by his metoikoi. On Philo’s use of the term 
metoikoi^ see above, pp. 367, 368. 

There is no explicit statement that those settlers whom Philo describes as 
metoikoi were subject to poll-tax, but from the list of those who were exempt from 
such a tax it may be inferred that all "settlers” who were not "citizens” had to pay 
it. Cf. L. Mitteis und U. Wilcken, GrundzUge und Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde^ 
I, I, pp. 57 and 189; Laum, Aaoypa^ta, Pauly-Wissowa, 23, col. 733, 11 . 54-65; S. L. 
Wallace, Taxation in Egypt from Augustus to Diocletian (1938), pp. 116 S. 

« Cf. Tscherikower, op. cit.y p. 322. 

Cf. H. A. Wolfson, "Plulo on Jewish Citizenship in Alexandria,” Journal of 
Biblical lAteraturey 63 (1944), pp. 165-168. 

** Cf. above, p. 355. 

H Cf. above, pp. 394 - 395 * 
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lytes at that time were as a rule absorbed individually in the 
Jewish community and did not constitute a distinct group of 
Jews by religion only, the term “nation,” and similarly the 
terms designating subdivisions of a nation, such, for instance, 
as “tribe” (^vXiJ), came to have also a religious connota- 
tion, expressed by him in his description of proselytes as being 
related to Jews by “kinships of greater dignity and sanctity ” 
than kinships of blood and in his interpretation of the 
scriptural term “sons of God” as applying also to prose- 
lytes.*® In this conception of Jews as constituting a nation 
which transcends race and local citizenship, Philo thus formu- 
lates a new conception of nationality, one expressed not in 
terms of race or territory or political government, but rather 
in terms of religion or culture. Native-born Jews con- 
stituted a nation in both these senses; proselytes were part 
of the Jewish nation in the second sense, which to Philo 
was the more important sense. Palestine, symbolized by its 
capital city Jerusalem, was looked upon as the mother 
country of all the Jews, and this because it was the home 

« spec. I, 58, 317-318; cf. above, p. 357, nn. 046, 047; p. 363, nn. a88, *89; cf. 
also above, p, 364, Philo's interpretation of the soriptural term “thy brother/' 

With regard to the term “Israel,” which he considers as “the general name of 
the nation” (cf. above, p. 397), it may be assumed that in his allegorical inter- 
pretation of it asmeaning “ the race endowed with vision” yim) (Immu/, 

30, 144), he applies it also to proselytes. But when he singka out Israel as die 
people especially favored by God with the highest grade of prophecy, namely, 
prophecy by the voice of God, such as mamfested itself on Mount Sinai 
11 , 35, 189), he would seem to exclude proselytes. Cf. above, pp. 51-53- 

Corresponding to the change in the term Israel or Jew from a racial to a spiritual 
conception in Philo as well as in Judaism in general is a mmilar change in the term 
Hellene among the Greeks (cf. J, Juthner, Belltntn und 1923, pp. 34 

flF.; Hdnemann, Bildungf pp. 567 f). Expression to the change of conception 
among the Greeks is given by Isocrates in Ws statement that “Athens has brought 
about that the name Hellenes suggests no longer a race but an intelhgence, and 
that the title Hellenes is applied rather to those who share our culture than to 
those who share a common blood” (Pantgyricus 50). So also Aristotle is repeated 
to have said of the Jew he had met that “he was Eklkmc not only in spee^ but 
also in soul” {/dpion, I, 22, i$d). 
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from which the various Jewish colonies in diaspora had origin- 
ally migrated and because it had the Temple which was the 
recognized center of Jewish religious worship and also be- 
cause it was the place to which they hoped to return ulti- 
mately, when the looked-for redemption came. If we find 
that no mention is made by Philo of any political unity of the 
Jews, it is because no political unity existed then among 
Jews. Again, if we find that Palestine as the seat of a 
Jewish government under Agrippa I is not spoken of by 
him as a political center of the Jews, it is because at that 
time Palestine exercised no political authority upon the Jews 
abroad. Agrippa I is described by him as ruling by an ap- 
pointment from Rome over part of Palestine, as was his con- 
temporary Flaccus over Egypt, except that the former was 
favored by Rome with the title of king.*® In short, Philo 
describes the Jews of his time as a nation either in the sense 
of a people connected by ties of blood or in the sense of a 
people having like beliefs and institutions or in both these 
senses. If he does not describe them as a nation in the sense 
of a people united imder a single government, it is for two 
reasons; first, the Jews of his time were not united under a 
single government; second, the term nation had not yet 
acquired that strictly political sense. Philo, as all the Jews of 
his time, however, considered the diaspora only as a temporary 
stage in Jewish history — a stage which was to be terminated 
with the coming of the Messianic age when all the exiles 
would become reunited under one government of their own. 

To Philo as a student of Greek literature and one who un- 
doubtedly knew the works of the historians, especially the 
Histories of Polybius, on the rise and growth of states, the 
spread of the Jewish population and the establishment of 
Jewish colonies outside of Palestine would not by itself pre- 
Flat. 5, 15-30. 
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sent any anomaly. He undoubtedly looked upon it as the 
natural growth of the Palestinian Jewish polity analogous 
to that of the Roman empire. Both of them, starting from a 
single country, spread out to other countries, the one through 
being conquered by others, the other through conquering 
others. But as a student of Scripture he could not help look- 
ing upon the dispersion of the Jews as a divine punishment 
for their sin. The Jewish polity in Alexandria, despite its 
external semblance of a self-government, still represented to 
him what Scripture calls captivity. The existence of that 
Jewish polity in Alexandria was made possible as a result of 
new political conceptions which arose after the conquests of 
Alexander out of the necessity to organize the heterogeneous 
conquered populations into political unities. But these new 
political conceptions never struck root into the hearts of 
those who carried within them the ancient political traditions 
of the Greeks. According to the new political conceptions of 
the founders of Alexandria, the city was to be a confederacy 
of autonomous reli^ous polities, but the Greek inhabitants of 
Alexandria could not help thinking of thdr city as a city of 
the old Greek type based upon a common religion. The 
classical Greek political philosophy upon which the culti- 
vated Greeks of the Hellenistic age were brought up recom- 
mended as its example of an ideal polity the city-state of 
the old Greek type with a population which, though made 
up of diflFerent kinds of men,*’ was still united by living to- 
gether in the same place, by continuous intermarriage, by 
common religious sacrifices, and by common amusements.** 
The newer political theory, that of the Stoics, reflected in- 
deed the changed conditions of the new Hellenistic cities and 
later of the Roman empire. It spoke of a world polity in 

*7 Aristotle, FoHtica 11 , 2, laSia, 22-04. 

IMd. Ill, 9, 1280b, 35-38. 
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which there was no distinction of race and nations and re- 
ligions, but that universal polity was in fact nothing but the 
ancient Greek city magnified, in which Zeus and the other 
traditional Greek deities continued to be worshiped under 
the new guise of cosmic forces. It was a universal polity of 
the old pagan world. In this new universal polity the Jews, 
with their own beliefs and worship and practices, were con- 
sidered as strangers just as much as in the old pagan cities. 
The poets, statesmen, and historians of that period, all of 
them inspired by the Stoic teachings, could find a philo- 
sophic rationalization for old Greek religious beliefs and a 
social sanction for old Greek religious customs, but they 
could see nothing but superstition in Jewish beliefs and in- 
hospitality in Jewish customs.*’ 

When Caligula forgot that he was a Roman emperor and 
acted like a Hellenic hero, demanding to be worshiped by his 
subjects, and when also popular feeling and thinking in 
Alexandria threatened the existence of the autonomous Jew- 
ish polity, Philo did his best to defend it. First, he appeals 
to the Jewish constitutional rights, which have been con- 
firmed by the Roman emperors.*® Second, he condemns 
popular a^tation against the Jews as falsely masquerading 
under the guise of patriotism, or, as he expresses himself, 
under the guise of wishing “to do honor to the Emperor.” ** 
Third, he dwells upon the antiquity of the Jews in Alex- 
andria and elsewhere, arguing that in some places they were 
among the original founders.** Fourth, he parades Jewish 
patriotism, maintaining that the Jews are bound by their 
religion to pay honor to the ruler of the country 

Cf. Th. Reinach, ^extes Auteurs Grecs etRomains relatifs au Judatsme, 1895, 
“Index** under “Superstitions des Juifs’* and “Misox^nie.** 

Legat. 23, 153-04, 161. 
s* Flae, 7, 51, 

** IHd^ 47. 
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which treats them hospitably,” evidently having in mind 
his own interpretation of the verse “thou shalt not abhor 
an Egyptian because thou wast a sojourner in his land ” as 
constituting a commandment that “settlers” in a foreign 
land should “pay some honor (nn'^p) to those who have ac- 
cepted them.” 

This was his formal defense. But he knew that by such 
arguments one can win a debate, but one cannot change a 
social situation. He knew that the root of the problem was 
too deep to be overcome by such palliative arguments. The 
root of the problem, as he himself states it, was to be found 
in the peculiar laws {v6ijm ^alperoi) practiced by the Jews.** 
Many before Philo, and Philo himself, had tried to convince 
the world of the intrinsic merits of these laws. But he knew 
that the world was offended by these laws not because they 
were harmful, but because they were different; more so if it 
were constantly told that these laws were superior; and still 
more so if it actually felt that these laws wire superior. 
These laws, says Philo, “are necessarily grave and severe, 
because they inculcate the highest standard of virtue; but 
gravity is austere, and austerity is held in aversion by the 
great mass of men because they favor pleasure.” Indeed 
one might argue, as Josephus later did argue,** that similar 
religious differences exist also among non-Jews themselves. 
But Philo felt that the differences between the Jews and non- 
Jews are unlike the differences that may exist between vari- 
ous reli^ous groups of non-Jews. The former are more 
fundamental. They place the Jews as a group apart from 
the totality of non-Jews, with all the varieties of religions and 
sects among the non-Jews themselves. Whenever any hos- 

* spec. IV, 34, 179. 

« im. 

»• Jpfon* II, 6, 65. 


« Jhtd.^ 49 ’" 5 < 5 * 
w Deut aj; 8 (7). 

» VtrU ai, 105; cf. Jear* 095 7; t»d Ebow, p. 368* 
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tility breaks out between two groups of non-Jews, he says, 
the hostile groups do not stand alone, for “by reason of their 
frequent intercourse with other nations, they are in no want 
of helpers who join sides with them.” Not so, however, is 
the case of the Jews. “The Jewish nation has none to take 
its part” and “one may say that the whole Jewish nation 
is in the position of an orphan compared with all other 
nations in other lands.” 

What, then, is the solution of the problem ? Long before 
Philo, when for the first time Jews became conscious of the 
gulf created between themselves and non- Jews by reason of 
their Law, we are told, “ there came forth out of Israel law- 
less men, and persuaded many, saying: ‘Let us go out and 
make a covenant with the nations that are round about us, 
for since we separated ourselves from them many evils have 
come upon us,’ ” and this covenant which they advocated 
to be made with the nations, we are told, resulted in that 
“they repudiated the holy covenant; yea, they joined them- 
selves to the gentiles.” Individual Jews at the time of 
Philo in Alexandria undoubtedly offered the same solution 
for the Jewish problem of their own time. His own nephew, 
Tiberius Julius Alexander, thus solved the Jewish problem 
for himself in that way. He forsook Judaism and henceforth 
found no difficulty in rising to high office, and in his sub- 
sequent behavior toward his own people, both in Alexandria 
and Palestine,^ showed that he succeeded in completely 
emancipating himself from what was then called Jet^ish 
“inhospitality,” the common opprobrium of that time for 
the natural desire on the part of the Jews to preserve their own 
existence. He must have been looked upon by his non- 

« spec. rV, 34, 179. 

I Macc. i: II. I Macc. i: 15. 

Cf. BelL JuL II, 18, 8, 494; AntU XX, 5, a, 102. 
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Jewish contemporaries as an example of what they con- 
sidered as the better kind of Jew, the desirable Jew, the 
Jew against whom they had no prejudice. There must un- 
doubtedly have been in Alexandria other Jews like him 
who, alienated from the spiritual and intellectual sources of 
Judaism, came to look upon their heritage as a heap of 
meaningless customs and beliefs and thus sought to emanci- 
pate themselves from Jewish “inhospitality” and “super- 
stition” and “atheism” by learning to relish swine’s flesh, 
to idle on a week-day instead of resting on the Sabbath, 
and to see piety in the worship of images rather than in the 
worship of the imageless Jehovah. But, having torn them- 
selves away from Judaism, they were evidently contented to 
enjoy their newly discovered liberties privately, and did not 
exhibit themselves to the world as examples of an ideal solu- 
tion of a vexatious problem.'** 

The solution found by Philo for the Jewish problem of his 
time was the revival of the old prophetic promises of the 
ultimate disappearance of the diaspora. Without mention- 
ing the term Messiah, he deals in great detail with what is 
known in Jewish tradition as the Messiah and the Mes- 
sianic age. His discussion of these topics is to be discerned 
in his comments on various passages in the Pentateuch. 

In his comments upon the blessings of Moses before his 
death, in which the future of each of the twelve tribes is 
foretold,** he says: “Some of these have already taken place, 
others are still looked for, since confidence in the future is as- 
sured by fulfillment in the past.” *‘ Those blessings which 
have not as yet been fulfilled are described by him as “ex- 
hortations for the future expressed in hopeful words of com- 
fort which needs must be followed by their fulfillment,” ** 


« Cf* above, I, 8a ff. 
44 Deut* 33. 


4 * Mos. 11, 51, a88. 
4 * Fhi^ 
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for, he concludes, “that these blessings will be fulfilled we 
must believe.” Similarly in the Tannaitic literature some 
of these blessings of Moses are also taken to refer to the 
Messianic age.'^® 

Then in his comment on the blessings promised for obedi- 
ence to the commandments,^’ he describes in great detail his 
conceptions of the Messianic age, which on the whole reflect 
what in his time were already common conceptions of the 
Messianic age. 

First, there will be a reunion of the exiled. Alluding to the 
verses that “the Lord thy God . . . will gather thee again 
out of all the nations among which the Lord hath dispersed 
thee; though thy dispersion may have been from one end of 
the earth to the other . . . thence thy God will bring thee, 
into the land which thy fathers possessed, and thou shalt 
possess it,” he says that “when they have gained the un- 
expected liberty, those who but now were scattered in Greece 
and the outside world over islands and continents will arise 
and post from every side with one impulse to the one ap- 
pointed place.” 

Second, this reunion of the exiled will be followed by 
national prosperity in the homeland to which they will have 
returned. Drawing on the verse “and He will do thee good 
and will make thee abundant beyond thy fathers,” he says: 
“When they have arrived, the cities which but now lay in 
ruins will be cities once more; the desolate land will be in- 
habited; the barren will change into fruitfulness; all the 
prosperity of their fathers and ancestors will seem a tiny 

Ibid, 12, 77. 

Sifre Deut,y § 352, on Deut. 33: 12, F, p. 145b; HF, p. 410; Midrash Tantjaim^ 
on Deut. 33: 3, p. 212. 

Lev. 261 3-13; Deut. 28: 1-14; 30; i-io. 

s® Deut. 30:3-5; cf. Fraem, 28, 164. 

5 ® Fraem, 29, 165. sa Deut. 30: 5, 
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fragment, so lavish will be the abundant riches in their pos- 
session, which flowing from the gracious bounties of God as 
from a perennial fountain will bring to each individually 
and to all in common a deep stream of wealth leaving no 
room for envy.” ** In another place, in contrast to the con- 
dition of the Jews in his own times, of which he says that 
“our nation has not prospered for many years,” he de- 
scribes the Messianic age as a time when “a fresh start is 
made to brighter prospects” and as a period of “national 
prosperity.” ** 

Third, following the reunion of the exiled and the estab- 
lishment of national prosperity there will be a reign of peace 
between men and men and between men and beasts. Draw- 
ing upon such verses as “And I will give peace in the land, 
and ye shall lie down, and none shall make you afraid; and I 
will cause evil beasts to cease out of the land, neither shall 
the sword go through your land,” ** he describes in great 
detail the blessing of victory over enemies and the establish- 
ment of peace between men and men and between men and 
beasts.®^ Now there is nothing in this verse to indicate that 
it refers to the Messianic age nor is there in Philo’s comment 
upon it any direct indication that he has taken it to refer to 
the Messianic age. But in his description of the pacification 
of animals he says; “For this is one war where no quarter or 
truce is possible; as wolves with lambs, so all wild beasts 
both on land and water are at war with all men. This war 
no mortal can quell; that is done only by the Uncreated, 
when He judges that there are some worthy of salvation. 
. . . But a very necessary preliminary to this is that the 
wild beast within the soul shall be tamed . . . when that 


» From* 09, i68, 
w Mcs . II, 7, 43. 

44 * 


** Lev. 25 ; 6; cf. Deut. 28: 1, 7. 
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time comes I believe that bears and Hons and panthers . . . 
will no longer as heretofore be roused to ferocity by the sight 
of man . . . then too the tribes of the scorpions and serpents 
and the other reptiles will have no use for their venom. . . . 
Among all these the man of worth will move sacrosanct and 
inviolate because God has respected virtue and given it the 
privilege that none should imagine mischief against it.” 
This passage bears the unmistakable evidence of the influ- 
ence of the Messianic verses in Isaiah: “And the wolf shall 
dwell with the lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the 
kid; and the calf and the young lion and the fattiing to- 
gether; and a little child shaU lead them . . . and the suckling 
child shall play on the hole of the asp, and the weaned child 
shall put his hand on the basiHsk’s den. They shall not hurt 
nor destroy in all my holy mountain; for the earth shall be 
full of the knowledge of God.” ** Peace between men and 
men and between men and beasts is thus a third characteristic 
feature of the Messianic age. 

These three features of the Messianic age described by 
Philo reflect common conceptions of the Messianic age cur- 
rent in Jewish tradition.*® But then Philo dweUs upon a 
fourth characteristic feature, and that is the divine punish- 
ment of the unrepented enemies of Israel. Thus, drawing 
upon the verse “and the Lord thy God will put all these 
curses upon thine enemies, and on them that hate thee, that 
persecuted thee,” ** he says: “Everything will suddenly be 

s* Proem, 15, 87-90. 

S9 Isa. II : 6, 8, 9, Heinemann {Btldungy p. 419), thinks that in the passage of 
Philo there is no direct allusion to Is^ah. Colson (VIII, 455, § 87), on the other 
hand, asserts that there is such an allusion. Cf. Z. Frankel, **Alexandrinische 
Messiashoffnungen,” Monatssckriftfur Geschichte und Wissenschaft des JudenthumSy 
8 (1859), J* KroU, “Posidonios und Vergils vierte Eldoge,” HermeSy 50 

(i 9 i 5 )> 139-141. 

^ Cf. J. Drummond, ^he Jewish Messiohy chs. xyiii, xx; J. Klausner, Ha-Ro‘ayon 
ha^MesUhi be-Yisrdely pp. 146-148. Deut. 30: 7. 
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reversed, God will turn the curses against the enemies of 
these penitents, the enemies who rejoiced in the misfortunes 
of the nation and mocked and railed at them . who have 
mocked at their lamentations, proclaimed public holidays on 
the days of their misfortunes, feasted on their mourning, in 
general made the unhappiness of others their own happi- 
ness.” ** The description of what the enemies had done to 
the Jews before the liberation undoubtedly reflects local 
conditions in Alexandria in the relation between Jews and 
non-Jews,*< and it is quite understandable why Philo, whose 
God in mercy and forgiveness remembers justice, should 
look forward toward divine punishment of these enemies. 
Still, while punishment of enemies is characteristic of the 
Messianic age as depicted in Jewish tradition, especially 
characteristic as a feature of the traditional conception of 
the Messianic age is the uprising of the heathen nations under 
the leadership of Gog and Magog and their ultimate defeat 
either by God or by the Messiah.*® This statement in Philo 
may therefore be a description in terms of local Alexandrian 
experience of the war of Gog and M^g. That it should 
take place after the gathering of the exiled and the reestab- 
lishment of national prosperity reflects the verses in Ezekiel 
according to which Gog will make war on the Jewish people 
after they have been “gathered out of the nations” and 
after they have established themselves in quiet and safety.** 
The condition that will bring about the Messianic age is 
repentance. Drawing upon the verses that the gathering of 
the people from the lands of their exile will take place when 

^ Praem, 29, 169. ^ JHd*^ 171. 

Cf. Flac. 5, 25-11, 96; Legate 18, 120-20, 135, 

^ Drummond, op. cit.^ ch. adi; Kkusncr, op. cit.^ pp. 323-325; Moore, Judaism^ 
n, 333> n- 3- 

« Ezek. 38: 11-12; Zech. 12 and 14; cf. Kltusner, «V,, pp. 80, 124; Moore, 
op. cit.^ 11, 344, n, 4. 
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“they will confess their iniquity” or when “thou shalt 
return to the Lord thy God,” he describes this confession 
of iniquity and return to God in terms of what, as we have 
seen, constitute repentance in Judaism, consisting of a feel- 
ing of shame and of self-reproach and of a confession and 
acknowledgment of sin both within one’s self and with one’s 
tongue/® Accordingly he describes those who are to return 
as those who have repented (peravevorjKdTfs),'”’ thus reflecting 
the double meaning of the Hebrew shabim. Now, accord- 
ing to Scripture, even when man is slow in his repentance, 
God in his mercy, by special grace, may sometimes for- 
give his sin, for “ God is merciful and gracious . . . forgiving 
iniquities and transgression and sin” and “He hath not 
dealt with us according to our sins, nor retributed to us 
according to our iniquities.” Moreover, forgiveness and 
redemption are promised to Israel for the sake of the merit 
of the Patriarchs, for “I will remember my covenant with 
Jacob, and also my covenant with Isaac, and also my cove- 
nant with Abraham will I remember; and I 'will remember 
the land.” Reflecting all these, Philo says that “three 
intercessors (xapAKXijToi) they have to plead for their recon- 
ciliation writh the Father. One is the clemency and kindness 
of Him to whom they appeal . . . the second is the holiness 
of the founders of the nation the third is one which 
more than anything else moves the loving kindness of the 
other two to come forward so readily, and that is the im- 
provement [i.e., repentance] working in those who are being 
brought to make a covenant of peace.” ’s So also in native 
Jewish tradition, using the Hebraized Greek term ■pra%lit 
(rap&KKriTos), the very same Greek term that is used by 

Lev. 261 40. 70 Hid*, 9, 169. 

** Deut. 30: 2, 7x Exod. 34: 6-7; cf. Ps. 781 38. 

^ Pram. iS, 163; cf. above, p. 256. n Ps. 103; lo; cf. above, p. 258. 

» Lev. 26; 42. 74 Cf. Spec. IV, 34, 181. k Proem. 29, 166-167. 
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Philo, in the sense of an intercessor who pleads in favor of 
man before God, and using also the Hebrew term zfia/, 
merit, in the sense of that on account of which God acts in 
favor of man, the rabbis say that (i) God confers merit on 
men and acts in thdr favor through His “mercy,” that 

(2) He also confers merit on the Jewish people and acts in 
their favor through the merit of the Patriarchs,’^ and that 

(3) “repentance and good deeds” are “man’s paracletes” to 
plead for him before God.’* Again, as in Philo, repentance is 
considered by the rabbis as the chief condition in the coming 
of the final redemption of Israel.’* But redemption may also 
come, according to them, through the merit of the Patriarchs 
or by the mercy of God. It is because of the merit of the 
Patriarchs, they say, that God knew that He would have to 
redeem Israel from Egypt *® and by the same token, we 
imagine. He knows that because of the merit of the Patri- 
archs He will have to bring about their ultimate redemption. 
Again, it is argued, on the basis of many verses, that, even 
without their repentance, God by His own initiative will 
bring about the redemption of Israel.** Ezekiel expresses 
this view in the verse: “Thus saith the Lord God: I do not 
this for your sake, O house of Israel, but for my holy name.”** 
In the Testament of Asher, the same view is expressed in the 
statement; “But the Lord will gather you together in faith 
through His tender mercy, and for the sake of Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob.” ** 

Whether Philo believed that the final redemption will take 
place under the leadership of a particular person such as is 
known in Jewish tradition as the Messiah is not clear. No- 

^ Sanhedrin I2a; cf. above, n. 71. ^ Ytima Z 6 h, 

n Cf. above, I, 455, *• Usaadus RMah^ i, 36, on Exod. a: 25. 

Shabhat 32a, ** Sanhedrin 97b-^8a. 

** Ezek. 36: 22; cf. Klausner, op* eit,, p. 74. 

*5 The Testament of Asher 7; 7. 
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where in his writings is there any explicit mention of a per- 
sonal Messiah. There are two vague statements, however, 
which may refer to such a Messiah. 

First, in the course of his discussion of the blessings prom- 
ised to those who obey the commandments, he quotes from 
the prophecy of Balaam the verse which in the Septuagint 
reads: “There shall come forth a man” and then para- 
phrases the rest of the verse in his statement “and leading 
his host to war he will subdue great and populous nations.” 
Among students of Philo there is a difference of opinion as to 
whether this refers to a personal Messiah or not.®‘ But inas- 
much as in native Jewish tradition this verse in its Masoretic 
reading, “He shall pour forth water out of his buckets,” is 
sometimes taken as referring to the Messiah,®'^ there is no 
reason why we should not assume that Philo has also taken 
it in this sense Moreover, in describing that “man” who 
shall “come forth,” Philo says that “ God has sent to his aid 
the reinforcements that befit the godly, and they are daunt- 
less courage of soul and all-powerful might (Icrx^’s) of body.”®* 
Now, in Isaiah’s description of the Messiah, it is said: “And 
the spirit of God will rest upon him ... a spirit of counsel 
and might (Ivxf’os).” ®’ In the light of this, when Philo de- 
scribes the “man” who “shall come forth” as one to whose 
aid God will send “dauntless courage of soul and all powerful 
might (lffxi>s)” he undoubtedly means by that “man” the 
Messiah of the prophecy of Isaiah. 

Second, in his discussion of the ultimate return of the 
scattered exiled to their home land, he says that the return- 

Num. 24: 7. Praem, 16, 95. 

Cf. Drummond, ne Jewish Messiah^ p. 272; Klausner, From Jesus to Paul^ 
pp, 197-198. 

Cf. Fargum pseudo’-jonathan and ’Fargum Yerushalmiy ad loc, 

** Praem,i6y^^, 

Isa. ii; 2; cf. Br6hier, p. 5, n. i. 
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ing exiles will be “guided by some vision, more divine than 
is compatible with its being of the nature of man, invisible 
indeed to everyone else, but manifest only to those who were 
saved.” With regard to this passage, too, there is a dif- 
ference of opinion among students of Philo as to whether it 
refers to the Messiah or not.’* According to one interpreta- 
tion, it refers to the Messiah as well as to the Logos, thus 
identifying the two. According to another interpretation, it 
refers to the Logos but not to the Messiah. According to a 
third interpretation, it refers to something like the cloud by 
which the people were guided in their first deliverance from 
Egypt. 

As in native Judaism so also in Philo the Messianic age 
is conceived not only as an age of national deliverance and 
national prosperity but also as an age during which Judaism 
will become a universal reli^on. The Mosaic Law, which he 
has declared to be eternal,’* will, as in native Judaism,’* 
continue to exist during the Messianic age, in a form, of 
course, evolved through a continuous process of interpre- 
tation. But more than that. With the restoration and the 
renewed prosperity of the Jewish people, he says, “I think 
that each nation would abandon its peculiar ways, and, 
throwing overboard their ancestral customs, turn to honoring 
our laws alone, for, when the brightness of their shining is 
accompanied by national prosperity, it will darken the light 
of the others as the risen sun darkens the stars.”’* 

^ Proem, 29, 165. 

Dahne, I, pp. 437-438; Gfrorcr, 1 , 528-530; Drammond, the Jewish Messiah^ 
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Now on the whole this reflects such Messianic prophecies 
in which it is predicted that “it shall come to pass in the end 
of daySj that the mountain of the Lord’s house shall be 
established as the top of the moimtains, and shall be exalted 
above the hills; and all nations shall flow unto it; and many 
peoples shall go and say: “Come ye, and let us go up to the 
mountain of the Lord, to the house of the God of Jacob, and 
He will teach us of His ways, and we will walk in BBs paths, 
for out of Zion shall come forth the law.” Similar hopes, 
couched almost in the same language as used by Philo and 
reminiscent again of the scriptural verses quoted, are ex- 
pressed also in the Sibylline oracles: “Then again aU the 
sons of the great God shall live quietly around the temple, 
rejoicing in those gifts which He shall give, who is the 
Creator, and sovereign righteous judge. . . . Free from war 
shall they be in city and country . . . and then all the isles 
and cities shall say. How doth the Eternal love these men! 
For all things work in sympathy with them and help them. 
... A sweet strain shall they utter from their mouths in 
hymns. Come, let us fall upon the earth and supplicate the 
Eternal King, the mighty everlasting God. Let us make 
procession to His Temple, for He is the sole Potentate, and 
let us ponder the law of the most high God, who is the most 
righteous of all on earth. But we had gone astray from the 
path of the Eternal, and with foolish heart worshiped the 
work of men’s hands, idols and images of men that are 
dead.” Comparing, however, the Sibylline passage with 
the Philonic passage, we notice one striking difference. In 
the Sibylline passage, despite its reference to the “law,” and 
the reference in other lines to “sacrifices,” the main em- 
phasis is upon the abandoning of idolatry. In Philo it is 

w Isa* 2: 2-4; Micah 4: 1-2. 

^ SibylHnc Grades III, 702-722. >7 573-579. 
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clear that in the Messianic age the gentiles will not only 
abandon idolatry and polytheism but they will also abandon 
their “peculiar ways” and “their ancestral customs” and 
will honor our “laws.” In short, in the Messianic a^, ac- 
cording to Philo, the gentiles will become full proselytes, 
and not merely “ God-fearers.” A similar view is expressed 
also in the Talmud by various Amoraim, who, from the 
veme, “For then will I turn to the people a pure language, 
that they may all call upon the name of the Lord, to serve 
Him with one consent,” inferred that in the Messianic 
age »» gentiles will not only abandon idolatry but will also 
become full proselytes.*"* 

The motive for the conversion of the gentiles during the 
Messianic age is outrightly sdd by Philo, as will have been 
noticed, to be the splendor and glory and prosperity which 
the Jewish people will come into. This is avowedly not a 
purely religious motive, such as Jewish tradition and Philo 
himself would require of a proselyte."* Now in native Jew- 
ish tradition there is a question as to the status of those who 
become converted to Judaism for motives other than purely 
reli^ous. The question is especially raised with reference to 
those who became converted to Judaism during the prosper- 
ous reigns of King David and King Solomon and also those 
who will vdsh to become converted during the prosperity of 
the Jewish people in the Messianic age. From the various 
opinions expressed, it may be gathered that while those who 
wish to become proselytes for ulterior motives are not to be 
accepted, those who have already become proselytes for such 
ulterior motives have the legal status of proselytes.*" The 

Zeph. 3: 9. 

99 Literally: **iii the future age” (k-atid *Ahod4ih Zardk 

Cf. above, pp. 358 f, 

xoa Yehamt 2 ^; *Ahdah Zarah 3b tad a4a; cf. Mmmonides, Mtshmh 
Isssare XlII, 15 and 17. 
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same view seems to be reflected also in Philo’s statemen 
about the conversion of gentiles during the Messianic age. 

In native Jewish tradition the abolition of war during th 
Messianic age, and the establishment of peace, does not mea 
the abolition of the existence of distinct nations and goverr 
ments. In the prophecies of Isaiah and Micah, the peace t 
be established in the end of days means that “nation shall no 
lift up sword against nation,” which implies that nation 
will still exist. In the vision of Daniel, the Messiah is de 
picted as one to whom was given “dominion and glory and 
kingdom, that all people, nations, and languages shoul 
serve him.” There will thus still be different peoples an' 
nations and languages. The Sibylline oracles predict tha 
“neither shall there be any sword throughout the land nc 
battle din . . . but there shall be a great peace throughou 
all the earth and king shall be friendly with king till the en 
of the age, and a common law for men throughout all th 
earth shall the Eternal perfect in the starry heaven.” " 
Kings and states over which they rule will thus still cor 
tinue to exist. The rabbis in their utterances about the day 
of the Messiah predict that “no nation or language shall b 
able to have dominion over them.” National and linguisti 
differences will thus still continue to exist. This is also th 
conception of the Messianic age in Philo. The peace whic 
will be ultimately established will be a peace among nation! 
and a peace established by “a man” who shall come fort 
and subdue those great and populous nations who out c 
their lust for war started an attack.”’ The nations who wi 
abandon their “peculiar ways” and “ancestral customs 

”3 Isa. a; 4; Micah 4: 3. 

3®^ Dan. 7: 14. 

*®3 Sibylline Oracles III, 751-758. 

Mepllah 1 1 a; cf. Klausner, Ha-Bdayon ha-Meshi}d be-Yisra'el^ p. 326. 

*07 Proem, 16, 93-95. 
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and turn to honor our "laws” will indeed be united, as the 
Sibyl says, by “a common law,” but they will a>ntinue to 
exist as nations. 

By the time of Philo, corresponding to the Jewish ideal 
of a Messianic age, there existed a Stoic ideal of a Mes- 
sianic age. In this Stoic Messianic ideal all differences of 
nationality or of historic states will disappear. There is to 
be a universal state governed by universal law in which peace 
is to reign and no distinction of race or creed is to exist. 
Their aim was, as it is recorded in their name, that “all the 
inhabitants of this world of ours should not live differentiated 
by their respective rules of justice into separate cities and 
communities, but that we should consider all men to be of 
one community and one polity, and that we should have a 
common life and an order common to us all, even as a hmi 
that feeds together and shares the pasturage of a common 
field.” In the empire established by Alexander con- 
temporary historians and philosophers saw the be^nning 
of that universal empire and in the Roman empire they saw 
its completion."* Now the depiction of the Messianic age in 
Philo is quite evidently colored with Stoic phraseolc^, but 
upon a close examination we shaU find it to be really in op- 
position to the Stoic conception of a Messianic age. There is 
to be indeed a universal state, as the Stoics say, but that 
state has not yet been established; it b yet to come into be- 
ing with the fulfillment of the ancient prophetic promises to 
the Jewish people. That universal state will indeed be gov- 
erned by a universal law, but that universal law will be the 
“laws” of Moses, as Philo calls it, or "a common law for 
men ” which “the Eternal shall perfect in the starry heaven,” 
as the Sibyl describes it. There will indeed be a cosmopoli- 

Plutarch, De dUmniri Fortmm ant Virtme 1 , 6. 

Strabo, Geography I, 4, 9; PoiyHiw, Hisiories I, a, 7; VIII, a (4), 3-4. 
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tanism, a world-citizenshipj as the Stoics preach, but this 
will be due to the fact that all mankind will honor the laws 
of Moses and thereby become citizens of that polity which 
Philo describes as “holy,” “God-loving,” “best,” “irre- 
proachable” and “divine.” Finally, within that universal 
state, based upon a common law, there will still continue to 
exist all the various historic states and the various ethnic and 
linguistic groups of mankind. 

It is in the light of this conception of the Messianic age 
that we are to understand another Messianic passage in 
Philo, one of a more general nature, in which the Jewish 
people is not mentioned. In that passage Philo begins with a 
reference to the rise and fall of states and nations, mention- 
ing Greece and Macedonia, Persians and Parthians, Egypt, 
the Ethiopians, Carthage, the kingdoms of Libya, the kings 
of Pontus, Europe and Asia.”® Then he concludes with the 
following reflection: “For circlewise moves the revolution of 
that divine Logos which most people call fortune (rixn)- And 
then, as it continually flows on among cities and nations and 
countries, it allots what some have to others and what all 
have to all, changing the affairs of individuals only in point 
of time, in order that the whole world may, as one city, en- 
joy the best of polities, a democracy.” “ From the last part 
of the passage it may be inferred that just as history shows 
the rise and fall of states so it also shows the rise and fall of 
various forms of governments, culminating in a world state 
having democracy as its form of government. 

The sentiment expressed in this passage is based upon cer- 
tain statements of Polybius.*” In one place Polybius speaks 

ImmuU 36, 173-175; cf. Jos. 23, 135-136, where he mentions also the succes- 
sors of Alexander and the Ptolemies. 

Immut. 36, 176. 

The general connection between this passage of Philo and Polybius has been 
pointed out by R. von Scala, Die Studien des Polyhios (1890), 1 , 177, n. 2, who sug- 



POLITICAL THEORY 4®! 

of the rise and fall of states, mentioning Illium, Assyria, 
Media, Persia, and Macedonia.”’ In another place he at- 
tributes this rise and fall of states to fortune (rbxrj)"* In 
still another place he shows how forms of governments, such 
as monarchy, aristocracy, oligarchy, democracy, and then 
again monarchy, follow one another in a cycle,"’ concluding 
with the general observation; “This is the cycle of political 
revolutions (TroXtretwp the course appointed by 

nature olKovofda.) in which constitutions change, dis- 

appear, and finally return to the point from which they 
started.” This cycle of political revolutions dwelt upon 
by Polybius, it has been shown by students, is nothing but 
the application of the Stoic theory of cycles in the course of 
the natural history of the universe to the political history of 
human society."’ 

The analogy between Polybius and Philo in their respective 
statements is quite striking. Still, when we scrutinize the 
statements of Philo in the light of what we know about his 
philosophy and compare them with the statements of Polyb- 
ius in the light of what we know about the Stoic philosophy 
which is reflected in them, we notice certain fundamental 
differences between them. 

In Polybius it is fortune which causes this rise and fall 
of states and the changes in forms of government. Fortune is 
often presented in Greek literature as a divine agency. In 

gests that Phib knew PolyWua through Potidemiua. Leiaegang {PMlei H'trkt, IV, 
109, n. i) rejects this suggestaon ebout Fosidoniusa Cf. aiio F. Geiger, Pkihn wn 
Alexandria als smtUer Denker^ pp. 8 i-la. 

PolyHtts, Histmes XXXVIII, aa, a- 

«4 /^y.XXJX, at, 3-6. 

«S Bid VI, 6, 1-9, 9. 

10. 

“7 Cf. R. Hirzcl, Untmurkunj^en %u Cicero's pkihsopksschin Sekiften (i88a), 
11, 871; R, V. Scak, Die Studien des Poijhios (1890), 1 , 236-246; E. Tiublcr, tpehe 
(1926), p. 92, 
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Plato fortune is said to “co-operate with God in the govern- 
ment of human affairs,” “* Polybius himself speaks of the 
“gods” and “fortune” as if they were related terms.”’ 
But this fortune which Polybius describes as causing the rise 
and fall of states is nothing but what he himself calls “the 
course appointed by nature” ““ which he similarly describes 
as causing the rise and fall of forms of government. Now this 
“course appointed by nature” is described by him as taking 
place “necessarily (kvayKalas) and naturally (^wikws).” ““ 
Consequently the “fortune” of Polybius is nothing but what 
the Stoics would call God or nature or universal law or fate 
or providence or the Logos of the world, all meaning nothing 
but the fixed immutable order of nature or the concatena- 
tion of cause and effect.”* Philo, however, significantly says 
that the changes in states and governments are due to “that 
divine Logos which most people call fortune.” What he 
means by this locution is this: It is not fortune in the sense 
of fate or a fixed order of things or even in the sense of God 
or providence or the Logos of the world as these terms are 
commonly used in philosophy, and especially in the Stoic 
philosophy, that is the cause of changes in state govern- 
ments; it is rather what he himself, Philo, calls the “divine 
Logos,” namely, the providence of a God who is not bound 
by any fixed laws of nature, but who can upset these laws 
of nature fixed by himself,”* All this is a corollary of his 
belief in the individual providence of God. So also St. 
Augustine, as a corollary of the belief in individual provi- 

Laws IV, 709 b; cf. above, 1 , 330. «« Cf. above, n. 116. 

”5 Histories X, 9, a. Histories VI, 10, 2. 

Cf, above, I, 327, 329, and Arnim, Index, under theoSy p. 70, col. 2. On the 
relation between "fortune” and *‘fate,” see H. R. Patch, The Goddess Fortunain 
Mediaeval Literature y 1927, pp. lo-ii; V. CiofFari, Fortune and Fate from Democritus 
to St» Thomas AquinaSy 1935, pp. 33-53. 

”3 I think that W. Bousset has overlooked the special significance of Philo’s 
phraseology in this passage when in his Die Religion des Judentums im neutestamenU 
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dence, argues that “ the cause, then, of the greatness of the 
Roman empire is neither fortuitous nor fatal. ... In a word, 
human kingdoms are established by divine providence, and 
if any one attributes their existence to fate, because he calls 
the will or the power of God itself by the name fate, let him 
keep his opinion, but correct his language.” This view 
that fortunes of states and nations are directly guided by 
God reflects the many scriptural prophecies about the rise 
and fall of nations and such verses as “For I will rise up 
against them, saith the Lord of hosts, and cut off from 
Babylon the name, and remnant, and son and nephew. . . . 
I will break the Assyrian in my land.” *** “Thus saith the 
Lord to his anointed, to Cyrus, whose right hand I have 
holden, to subdue nations before him.” “Who smote 
great nations, and slew mighty kings . . . and gave their 
land for an heritage, an heritage unto Israel his people.” ”• 
In the Wisdom of Solomon the same view is expressed in the 
statement, “ Because your dominion was given you from the 
Lord, and your sovereignty from the Most High.” 

Second, to Polybius the most perfect state was already 
produced, and that was Rome. Fortune, he says, has ac- 
complished the most surprising feat “in our own times, that 
is, to bring all the known parts of the world {olmifiknp) under 
one rule and dominion, a thing absolutely without preced- 
ent.” Philo, who lived under Roman rule during the 

iichen Zeiiaiter*, p. 509, he re®t«tc« it 9M foUowf: “Gott triigt nicht mehr mit mfichti- 
ger Hand die Geschichte der Vdlker und aeinai Volket, er greift nicht mehr lohncnd 
und strafend in sie ein* Nach dem ehemen Gesetze etner vem(in£dgen Hotwendig* 
kttt bewegt sich> immer gleichmaaaig und in deradfacn Weisc, das Wcltall.” 

De Cimtate JDei V, i. 

Cf. Isa. 13; 17-19; Jer, 46-51; Ezek. ay-ag; 35; 38-39; Chad.; Nah. 1. 

^ Isa. 14: aa, a5. 

Isa. 451 1. Ps. 135: 10, la. 

Wisdom of Solomon 6: 3. 

^ Histories VIII, a (4), 3-4; cf. 1 , 4, 5. 
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period of its greatness, does not say that Rome is that ideal 
state aimed at by “the divine Logos.” Roman rule is indeed 
praised by him, its sovereignty indeed extended over all 
land and sea, and peace and harmony and prosperity and 
happiness indeed reigned throughout it,^^' but still it was 
not the ideal state aimed at by the divine Logos. The divine 
Logos has not as yet accomplished its revolution, it is still to 
bring about its desired purpose “that the whole world 
should be as one city, enjoying that best of constitutions, 
democracy.” 

Third, to Polybius the cycles of states and constitutions, 
like the cycles of worlds in the Stoic doctrine, are eternal. To 
eternity will states rise and fall; never will that process stop; 
never will a state rise not to fall again. To eternity will 
monarchies change into aristocracies, aristocracies into oli- 
garchies, oligarchies into democracies, and democracies again 
into monarchies; never will there evolve a best form of gov- 
ernment which will remain stable for ever. Rome indeed is 
to him the greatest state ever produced by fortune, but 
Scipio, impressed by the Stoic teaching of the eternal cycle, 
could not help saying to Polybius at the moment of Rome’s 
triumph over Carthage: “A glorious moment, Polybius; but 
I have dread foreboding that some day the same doom will 
be pronounced upon my own country,” and to this 
Polybius adds: “It would be difficult to mention an utter- 
ance more statesmanlike and more profound.” Again, 
Rome to him had the best form of government; still, im- 
pressed by the Stoic theory of the eternal cycle, he could not 
help feeling that in the Roman form of government a change 
for the worse was sure to follow some day, for, he says, 
“This state, more than any other, has been formed and has 

Legat. 2, 8-14. 

Immut, 36, 176. 


^33 Histories XXXVIII, 21, i. 

^34 Ihid,^ 2 . 
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grown naturally, and will undergo a natural decline and 
change to its contrary.” Philo, however, though he uses 
the expression “the Logos of God moves in a cycle,” there 
is no eternal cycle of the rise and fall of states, or of the per- 
fection and decline of forms of government. The reason for 
his rejection of an eternal cycle in social history is the same as 
that for which he rejects it in cosmic history.^^® An eternal 
cycle in either of them, according to him, implies a process 
of events driven on by a blind necessary fate. But to him it 
is not blind fate byit an intelligent and wise God who guides 
the destinies of the world and nations. The divine Logos 
which in this passage he substitutes for fortune or fate is the 
individual providence of God, and this works according to 
a certain plan. The plan of God is to bring about in due 
time a perfect state of society which should remain perfect. 
After various states have attained power and fallen, after 
various forms of government have been tried and found want- 
ing, ultimately one state will emerge which will not fall, and 
that state will have the best form of government which will 
not become corrupt. This is the Messianic state which will 
be governed by the Law of Moses, a Law described by him 
elsewhere as being based upon democracy and equality.**’ 
This view reflects such Messianic predictions as that ex- 
pressed in the book of Daniel, where the dominion estab- 
lished in the Messianic age is said to be “an everlasting 
dominion, which shall never pass away.” *** 

Finally, while the Mosaic Law will be universally ac- 
cepted during the Messianic age, there will still exist, as 
according to native Jewish tradition, many distinct national 
states. The “one city,” after the analogy of which Philo 
visualizes the “whole world” in the future, is the city as 


135 Ibid. VI, 9, 12-13. 

*36 Cf. above, I, 299-300, 


*37 Cf. above, p. 392. 
* 3 * Dan. 7: 14, 27. 
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he has known it, his own native Alexandria, a confederacy 
of many distinct polities. The “whole world,” then, will be 
a confederacy of many polities, united into one general 
polity, and that one general polity will be based upon the 
principle of democracy or proportional equality or justice, 
which, according to him, is embodied in the Law of Moses. 

IV. Conclusion, Influence, Anticipation 

When Philo identified the laws of the Pentateuch with 
what in philosophic literature was called “practical philoso- 
phy,” it was quite natural for him to identify the laws deal- 
ing with rulers and subjects to that branch of practical 
philosophy called politics. Accordingly he presents all the 
laws of this kind in terms of political theories derived from 
the writings of Plato, Aristode, and the Stoics. The entire 
body of such laws are presented by him as a constitution 
dealing with the form of organization of the inhabitants of 
the state planned by Moses. In that state there are citizens 
and non-citizens. Citizens are all those who live according 
to the Law, whether they are native-born Jews or strangers 
who came over to the Law, called proselytes. Among the 
non-citizens there are aliens, resident aliens, and those who 
may be called spiritual proselytes. Besides these various 
classes of inhabitants there are rulers. The two chief rulers 
are the king and the high priest. The manner in which the 
king and high priest are to be chosen, their qualification for 
ofiice, the length of their tenure of office, and the functions 
of their office are all discussed by him. The two offices, ac- 
cording to him, are independent of each other, the king be- 
ing charged with the administration of justice and the high 
priest with the administration of temple service and the 
interpretation of the Law. In a moral sense, however, he 
evaluates the high priesthood as being superior to kingship. 
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The king in his capacity as administrator of justice is also 
to appoint judges and officers. In addition there is also a 
council of elders. 

Philo’s delineation of the Mosaic constitution does not 
contain directly any criticism of other institutions, except on 
two points, the election of rulers by lot and the short tenure 
of office. But indirectly his entire presentation of that con- 
stitution is aimed as a criticism of certain Greek theories of 
state. To begin with, as a criticism of Plato in his Statesman 
and Republic^ he tries to emphasize that the Mosaic con- 
stitution is opposed to any form of personal government; 
the government which the Mosaic constitution sets up is one 
of fixed laws. Then, as a criticism of Plato in his Laws and 
Aristotle in his Politics, he tries to show that the fixed laws 
upon which the Mosaic state is to be based, in contradis- 
tinction to the laws upon which the Platonic and the Aristo- 
telian state are to be based, are not man-made but divinely 
revealed. Finally, in criticism of both Plato and Aristotle 
who, because they believed that no man-made law can be an 
absolutely ideal law, argued that there can be no absolutely 
ideal state, Philo maintains that the Mosaic state, because 
it is based upon a divinely revealed and hence an ideal law, 
is an absolutely ideal state. In this ideal state, citizenship 
means obedience to the Law revealed by God, and authority 
means only the authority of the Law. The power which 
king and high priest enjoy is only that of administering the 
Law or of interpreting it. The ultimate ruler is then God, 
who is the author of the Law. Philo almost coined the term 
theocracy, by which later Josephus described the Mosaic 
state. In political terms of his own time, however, Philo de- 
scribes the Mosaic state as combining the best features of 
kingship, aristocracy, and democracy, the term democracy 
being used by him not in the sense of the government of the 
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many but rather in the sense of a government in which each 
one enjoys his own in accordance with law. 

The Law was revealed originally to Israel, and the state to 
be established on the basis of that Law was originally meant 
to be the state of a single people in a single country under a 
single ruler. But it is not to be confined to one single people 
or to one single country or to one single ruler. The state 
envisaged by Moses is an ideal concept of a society of various 
peoples in various countries under various rulers living 
under the same Law according to the principles of democracy 
and equality. Such a society is described by him as the 
“holy polity,” the “best polity,” the “irreproachable 
polity,” the “ecclesia of the Lord,” or the “holy ecclesia.” 
This ideal society is ultimately to be realized in the Mes- 
sianic age, when, besides the reunited Jewish polity, there 
will be other polities recognizing the Mosaic Law, and all 
these polities will constitute what Philo would probably call 
a “universal ecclesia” or a “catholic church.” 

The identification of the commandments with virtues on 
the part of mediaeval Jewish philosophers and also their 
philosophic explanation of some or all of the commandments 
would naturally lead us to expect that they would also 
attempt to explain the laws regarding rulers and subjects in 
terms of political theories known to them. No such at- 
tempt, on a large scale and in a systematic way, is, however, 
made by them. Maimonides, in one place, reproduces the 
conventional classification of the sciences, in which, under 
practical philosophy, he enumerates the topics of politics; * 
in another place he discusses philosophically the source of 
inspiration of “statesmen”;* in still another place he dis- 
cusses again philosophically the origin of the state * and the 


* Millot ha-Higgayon^ ch. 14. 

* March Nehukim II, 37. 


s Ibid. II, 40; cf. above, p. 14, n. 29. 
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function of the king in it/ But no attempt is made by him 
to present the Mosaic form of government in terms of politi- 
cal theories of his time. The form of the Mosaic state and 
its institutions are dealt with by him in his code of Jewish 
law,* and there he confines himself to a logical and syste- 
matic arrangement of traditional material. It was not until 
toward the end of the fifteenth century that Isaac Abrabanel, 
under the influence of Christian authors, made a faint effort 
to discuss the institution of kingship in Scripture in terms of 
current political theory. 

More in line with Philo's treatment of the Mosaic con- 
stitution is the treatment of it in Christian literature. St. 
Thomas, in his fourfold division of what he calls the judicial 
laws of the Pentateuch, describes two of its divisions in terms 
suggesting two of Aristotle’s branches of practical philoso- 
phy, namely, political management and household manage- 
ment. Suggesting the former is his description of one 
division of judicial laws as dealing with the relation “of the 
people’s sovereign to his subjects” and “of the citizens to 
foreigners”; suggesting the latter is his description of an- 
other division as dealing with the relations “of members of 
the same household, such as the relations of the father to 
his son; of wife to her husband; of the master to his servant.”* 
With regard to the Mosaic form of government in general, 
he describes it again in terms of current political theory and, 
like Philo, he finds that it is a mixture of kingship, aristoc- 
racy, and democracy, which mixed form of government he 
describes as “the best form of the organization of rulers . . . 

4 Ibid, II, 40, 

s Mishneh ^orah: Sanhedrin and Melakim, 

® Isaac Abravanel, Commentary on I Sam. 8; 4; cf. L. Strauss, “On AbravaneFs 
Philosophical Tendency and Political Teaching,” Isaac Abravanely Six Lectures^ 
Cambridge University Press, 1937, pp. 93--129. 

7 Cf. above, p. 322, n. i. * Sum. TheoL I, II, 104, 4 c. 
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in a state or kingdom” (optima ordinatio principum . . . 
in aliqua cwitate vel regno). ^ It was a kind of kingship, “for 
Moses and his successors governed the people in such a way 
that each of them was ruler over all”; there was an element 
of aristocracy in it, for “seventy elders were chosen, who 
were elders in virtue”; “but it was a democratical gov- 
ernment in so far as the rulers were chosen from all the 
people” and “by the people.”” It will be noticed that, 
unlike Philo, he uses the term democracy here loosely in 
the general sense of the rule of the people." With his 
belief that these judicial laws were divinely revealed, he 
considered those laws concerning rulers and foreigners and 
the members of the household as having been all suitably 
{convenienter) ordered,” and with regard to laws concern- 
ing rulers, in so far as it was a mixture of kingship, aristoc- 
racy, and democracy, as being “the best form of organiza- 
tion” (optima ordinatio). But still the Mosaic form of 
government was not meant to be an ideal form of govern- 
ment and one which was to exist forever and to serve as a 
model for all future forms of governments, for “the judicial 
laws did not bind forever, but were annulled by the coming 
of Christ,” so that “when the state of the people changed 
with the coming of Christ, the judicial precepts lost their 
binding force.” Still St. Thomas makes a distinction be- 
tween the abrogation of the ceremonial laws and the abroga- 
tion of the judicial laws. The former are not only “dead” 
(mortua) but also “deadly” (mortifera) and the observ- 
ance of them is a sin; the latter are only “dead” but not 
“deadly” and consequently “if a sovereign were to order 
these judicial precepts to be observed in his kingdom he 

’ Ibid; 105, 1 c. “ Sum. theol. 1, 11, 105, l, 3, 4. 

” Ibid. *3 Ibid., i c. 

“ Cf. Stateiman igi d; Poltltca IV, 3, 1290a, 30 ff. ^ Ibid., 104, 3 c. 
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would not sin; unless perchance they were observed, or 
ordered to be observed, as though they derived their bind- 
ing force through being institutions of the Old Law.” 
The traditional Christian view with regard to the Mosaic 
state, namely, that it is good but not the best, had been 
summed up long before St. Thomas by Clement of Alex- 
andria in his statement that Moses “furnished a good 
polity, which is the right discipline of men in social life” 
and also in his statement that of the three forms of polity 
that of the Greeks is brass, that of the Jews is silver, and 
that of the Christians is gold.*^’ It is because of this attitude 
toward it that the Mosaic constitution, as well as subsequent 
Biblical history in general, continues to be frequently 
quoted by Christians as proof-text in political controversies, 
especially in the problem of the relation of church and state, 
in the Middle Ages and also later in Protestantism.” This 
general Christian view that the Old Testament, though no 
longer binding, is still, by reason of its divine origin, to be 
used as a source of good examples in political theory is ex- 
pressed by Petrus Cunaeus in his description of the Mosaic 
state as a “commonwealth than which no commonwealth 
on earth was ever holier and richer in good examples . . . 
for, by Hercules, as its author and founder it has not man 
foredoomed by reason of his mortal frame but rather the im- 
mortal God himself.” 

« Hid: 

^ Stromata I, a6 (PG, 8, 916 b). Ibid., V, 14 (PG,9, 14J b). 

Cf. C. H. Mcllwmn, 'the Growth oj Pohttcal thought in the West (Macmillan 
Co., 193a), pp. 147, 206, 2ia. 

** Cf. A. F. S. Pearson, Church and State; Political Aspect of Sixteenth Century 
Puritanism (Cambridge University Press, 1928), pp. ii, 32, 27, 81, 107, 125. 

“ Petrus Cunaeus, De Republica Hebraeorum, Leyden, 1631, Praefatio, p. *2a: 
"ofFero Republicam, qua nulla unquam in terris sanctior, nec boms exemplis dirior 
fiiit . . . quoniam ilia hercle non hominem quenquam mortali concretione fatum, 
sed ipsum deum immortalem, autorem iundatoremque habet." 
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But while the Mosaic state with its particular laws and 
institutions was declared in Christianity to have been 
abolished with the coming of Christ, whose coming was the 
fulfillment of the promise of a Messianic age, its essential 
character as described by Philo and Jewish tradition was 
taken over by Christianity and perpetuated in the Church. 
Just as in Philo the expression “divine ecclesia” is used as 
a description of the entire body of professing Jews,“’‘ so also 
in Christianity the entire body of professing Christians is 
described as constituting an “ecclesia of God.” “ Just as 
in Philo all those who profess Judaism, whether native- 
born Jews or converts, are called the “sons of God,” ** so 
also in Christianity all those who “are led by the Spirit of 
God” are called the “sons of God.” Just as in Philo all 
those who profess Judaism are called Israel,*® so also Chris- 
tianity, considering itself the heir of Judaism,*® calls itself 
“the Israel of God.” *’' Just as Philo describes the whole 
body of professing Jews as the “universal polity” Kado- 
"kiKUTipa TToXiTcia),** by which he means “universal ecclesia ” ** 
or “catholic church” so in Christianity the whole body of 
professing Christians came to be called the “universal ec- 
clesia” or “catholic church” {iKK^ijala KaddXtK.'f)).^ 

But there is the following fundamental difference. In 
Christianity, with the abrogation of the Law, Christ takes 
the place of the Law and fulfils the functions of the Law. 
Just as in Judaism God is the ruler of the Mosaic state 
through His Law, so in Christianity God is the ruler of the 

“ Cf. above, p, 394. 

Acts 20: a8. Gal. 3; 29. 

*3 Cf, above, pp. 358, 359, a? Gal. 6: 16. 

*4 Rom. 8: 14. as above, p, 397. 

as Legate 29, 1 94; cf. above, p. 401, n. 25. *9 Gf. above, p. 358, 

30 This expression first occurs in about the year 169 (cf. Hagenbach, History qf 
Doctrines y § 71, n. 2). 
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Church through His Son. As the Law provides for two in- 
struments of its rule, king and high priest, so Christ com- 
bines in his person two functions, that of king and that 
of high priest.®’ Consequently, in the history of Christian- 
ity, those who came to be recognized as the vicars of Christ 
were in theory to combine in their person the same two func- 
tions. They were to be kings and they were to be also high 
priests. 

Christianity, however, did not appear in a desert among 
roving Bedouins. It appeared in a world already oi^anized 
in states, governed by established laws, and headed by 
kings, and in this world it had to make its way, largely by 
accommodating itself to existing conditions. Accordingly it 
did not try to abrogate Roman law, nor did it dare set up 
kings in defiance of the Roman emperor. It had the prec- 
edent of its founder, who had taught to render “unto Caesar 
the things which are Caesar’s,” ** as a justification for not 
trying the former, and it had the memory of the crucifixion 
of its founder on the charge that he claimed to be the king 
of the Jews as a justification for not daring the latter. And 
so when Christianity became the religion of Rome it was 
willing to leave to the emperor the power of kingship and 
to claim for itself only the power of high priesthood. It was 
similarly willing to recognize all the Roman laws in matters 
relating to men and to claim for itself only the power to 
legislate in matters relating to God. 

In theory, however, he who was recognized as the vicar 
of Christ was to succeed to all the powers of Christ. He was 
to be both king and high priest. And hence the protracted 
conflict between church and state throughout the Middle 
Ages. In that conflict the Old Testament, as a rule, was the 


» Matt. 25:34. 
5 “ Heb. 4: 14. 


» Matt. 23; 21, 
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great arsenal for arguments in favor of the independence of 
these two officers. This, as we have seen, was also Philo’s 
view in his analysis of the Mosaic constitution.*^ 

A new mode of treatment of the Mosaic constitution ap- 
pears with Spinoza. In his grand assault upon traditional 
philosophy, with his denial of the divine origin of the Mo- 
saic Law, Spinoza treats of the Hebrew state as a state 
founded by men like all other states. He feels himself free 
to dwell upon its defects, though he does not hesitate to 
mention some good features it contained.** Anal5^ing it 
like any other human institution, he describes it, like others 
before him, as a theocracy.** During the lifetime of Moses, 
he finds, it contained elements of democracy, kingship, and 
aristocracy. “As in a democracy,” he says, “all surrendered 
their rights equally,” and “all were equally bound by the 
covenant” and “all had an equal right to consult the 
Deity, to accept and to interpret His laws, so that all had 
an exacdy equal share in the government.” *^ But then the 
people “absolutely transferred to Moses the right to con- 
sult God and interpret His commands.” ** Thus, through 
his election by the people,** Moses became “supreme 
judge” ^ and “held the supreme authority.” Then there 
was also, he says, an aristocratic element in the Mosaic 
state, for Moses chose from among the elders of the tribes 
“his seventy coadjutors, who formed with himself the su- 
preme council,” ^ and these seventy elders, as may be 
judged from his subsequent description of the captains- of 


M Cf. above, pp. 34a, 344. 

’Tractatus theologico-FoliticuSy ch, xvii {Opera, ed. Gebhardt, III, p. 21 a, 
1. 4-p. 217, 1. 13); cf. cL iii (p. 47, IL 33-34)- 

3 ® Ibid* ch. xvii (p. 206, 1 . 17; p. 2H, 1 . 29-p. 212, 1 . 3). 

37 Ibid, (p. 206, 11 . 24-29). 40 Ihid, (p. 1207, 11 . 7-8). 

38 Ibid, (p. 207, 11 , 2-4). 4x 73/^. (p. 207, 1 . 9). 

35 Ibid, (p, 207, 11 . 14-15). ^ Ibid, (p. 21 1, 11 . 17-18). 
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each tribe, are conceived by Spinoza as having been “not 
superior to others in nobility or birth, but only ... by 
reason of age and virtue.” « It will be recalled that also Philo 
and St. Thomas found in the Mosaic states elements of 
these three forms of government. '''* After the death of 
Moses, throughout the existence of the republic under the 
Judges, he finds, the state was “neither monarchic, nor 
aristocratic, nor popular,” « for “affdrs were not all man- 
aged by one man, nor by a single council, nor by popular 
vote, but partly by one tribe, partly by the rest in equal 
shares.” Another reason why it was neither a monarchy 
nor an aristocracy nor a democracy is that “the right of 
interpreting the laws and of communicating God’s answers 
was vested in one man, while the right and power of ad- 
ministering the state according to the laws thus interpreted 
and the answers thus communicated was vested in another 
man.” This division between those who interpreted the law 
and those who administered the state continued to exist 
even after the establishment of the monarchy, and it is tlus 
division between civil and religious authority that led to 
many dissensions and ultimately to the fall of the state.-** 
The object lesson to be drawn from scriptural history, con- 
cludes Spinoza, is not to allow ministers of religion to par- 
ticipate in affairs of the state and to establish the supreme 
authority of the state over matters religious.*’ Thus, un- 
like all religious philosophers before him, who saw in scrip- 
tural history examples of good government which are to be 


« liiii. (p. 214, II. 3-5). 

Cf. above, pp. 383 £F.; 429 f. 

Tractatus theologico-Politieus, ch. x^i (p. all, 11. ay-aS). 
Ibid. (p. an, 11. a4-a7). 

*1 Ibid. (p. ao8, 11. 3-^). 

Ibid. (p. aiy, 1. 3-p. aao, 1. 30). 

« Ibid.y ch. xviii (p. 335, 11. ia-17; p. aa6, 11. 7-13). 
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followed, Spinoza found in it examples of bad government 
which are to be avoided. 

With his abandonment of the belief in the divine origin of 
the Mosaic constitution, Spinoza also abandoned the belief 
in a divinely designed Messianic age, whether yet to come 
or whether already come. Though he succumbed sufficiently 
to the influence of the environment to repeat the conven- 
tional distinctions drawn by Christian theologians between 
the prophetic gift of Moses and that of Christ,®® he did not 
consider the coming of Christ as the fulfillment of the 
promise of a Messianic age. With his denial of the belief 
in a God who acts by design in natural as well as in human 
history, he could not with any show of consistency affirm 
the belief in the coming of an ideal age by the design of God. 
Men to him were to be saved neither by a revealed Law nor 
by a revealed Messiah; the only source of salvation for them 
was to be found in their own reason. But while he had faith 
in the saving grace of reason and while he also urged men to 
live in accordance with it, he held out to mankind as a 
whole no hope of an ideal age of reason. For the future of 
mankind as a whole, he, like Aristotle, saw only an im- 
proved form of government, guided by reason, to be sure, 
but by no means ideal, and he himself tinkered with the 
mechanism thereof. 

But though Spinoza did not envisage a Messianic age in 
its universal aspect, as taught by Philo and Jewish tradition 
in general, he still retained a belief in the old Messianic ideal 
in its limited aspect, which he undoubtedly must have under- 
stood to be its original sense, and that is the redemption of 
the people of Israel. Speaking of the future of the Jews, he 
says: “If the foimdations of their religion have not enfeebled 
their spirits, I would go so far as to believe that, with the 

Ibid»y ch* iv (p. 64, 1 . a-p. 65, 1 . 1). 
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they let reason guide their desires, emotions, hopes, and be- 
liefs, then, with their young and with their old, with their 
sons and with their daughters, with their flocks and with 
their herds, they would all have sped homeward toward the 
land of their fathers, to rebuild its wastes, to fasten them- 
selves as a nail in a sure place, and thus to secure their future. 
Instead they entrusted their future to what in the philosophy 
of Spinoza was the height of credulity, the care of a miracle- 
working Deity who, they believed, in His own good time 
would gather together the exiles and bring to them redemp- 
tion. Spinoza himself witnessed the actual manifestation of 
that belief when the descendants of those exiles flocked to 
the banner of a self-proclaimed Messiah, Shabbethai Zebi. 

In his belief in the power of reason, Spinoza visualized the 
possible fulfillment of the Messianic promises of the ulti- 
mate redemption of Israel. The time would come, he believed, 
when reason would guide the affairs of nations as it did 
already guide to some extent the affairs of individuals. Then 
all nations in their natural striving for the preservation of 
their own being would consider it also their duty to help 
the preservation of the being of those who are small and 
powerless and homeless and unable to help themselves — and 
they wovdd do so even at the sacrifice of some of their own 
overabundance of wealth and territorial possessions. Should 
such a change in the affairs of nations take place, says 
Spinoza, — “for so changeable are hmnan affairs” — then, 
if there should still be a surviving remnant of Jews to take 
advantage of the opportunity offered to them, “they may 
rjuse their government again.” And, unconsciously perhaps, 
slipping into the traditional vocabulary of Messianic prom- 
ises, he concludes: “and God may elect them anew.” 



CHAPTER XIV 


WHAT IS NEW IN PHILO? 

We all have a feeling that between ancient Greek philoso- 
phy which knew not Scripture and the philosophy which 
ever since the seventeenth century has tried to free itself 
from the influence of Scripture there was a philosophy which 
placed itself at the service of Scripture and was willing to 
take orders from it. As to what this intervening period in the 
history of philosophy should be called, historians oflFer us two 
choices. Sometimes they call it “Mediaeval Philosophy” 
and start it with the Church Fathers in the second century,* 
even though in political history the mediaeval period is gen- 
erally supposed to start many centuries later, either with 
the death of Theodosius in 395 or with the fall of Rome in 
476. Sometimes, however, they call it “Christian Philoso- 
phy” * and reserve the term mediaeval as a description of 
that part of Christian philosophy which begins with St. 
Augustine (354-430) or with Boethius (480-524),* both of 
whom lived close enough respectively to the dates which 
are generally considered as the beginning of the mediaeval 
period politically. 

But scholarship likes to adorn itself with footnotes and to 
garnish itself with appendixes. And so the main text of the 
history of philosophy is generally annotated by, or has ap- 
pended to it, two philosophical incidents. The first of these 
incidents is the philosophy of Philo, which is introduced 

* Cf. J. H. Erdmann, A History of Philosophy^ I, aa5 fF. 

* Cf. F. Ueberweg-B. Geyer, Die patristische und scholastische Philosophic (1928), 
pp. I, 3, and 141; E. Gilson and Ph. Bohmer, Die Geschichte der chnstlichm Philth 
Sophie (1937). 

3 Cf. M. De Wulf, History of Mediaeval Philosophy^ 1 , 1-23; 77-82; 105-114. 
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as a postscript to ancient Greek philosophy. The second 
incident is Arabic Moslem and Jewish philosophy, which is 
introduced as a prefatory note to the scholasticism of the 
thirteenth century. The value of these two philosophic in- 
cidents, it must be admitted, is not entirely overlooked; in 
their subordinate position they are dutifully evaluated; but 
whatever value is attached to them is that of furnishing cer- 
tain ingredients in the reconstruction of the background of 
two periods in Christian philosophy — in the case of the 
former that of the Church Fathers and in the case of the 
latter that of the scholasticism of the thirteenth century. 

On the whole, this treatment of the history of philosophy 
reflects that prevailing conception of history in general 
which, as theologically formulated by Eusebius and St. 
Augustine, maintains that everything that came before 
Christianity is to be considered only as preparatory to it 
and everything that happened outside of Christianity is to 
be considered only as tributary to it. In Hegel’s metaphysi- 
cal restatement of this theological conception of history, the 
particular application of this view to the history of phi- 
losophy is bluntiy stated without any circumlocution. “The 
history of philosophy,” he says, “falls into three periods — 
that of Greek philosophy, the philosophy of the Middle 
Ages and modern philosophy,” * the first of which “has 
found its place in the religion of the heathen,” whereas the 
second and third have their sphere “within the Christian 
world,” ® for the philosophy of the Middle Ages, in which 
the scholastics are to be included, “mainly falls within the 
Christian Church,” * and similarly modern philosophy, 
which is essentially “Teutonic philosophy,” is also “philoso- 
phy within Christendom .” '' Though “Arabians and Jews 


4 Hegel, History of Philosophy ^ 1, 109 . 
s Ibid.^ Ill, i; cf. I, loi. 


* Ihid,^ I, no. 
7 Ihid.y I, loi. 
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are also historically to be noticed,” * they “have only to be 
noticed in an external and historic way.” ’ As for Philo, he 
says, “we must make cursory mention of” him, before we 
enter upon our discussion of “the Neo-Platonists,” “ the 
latter of which are to be considered as being “closely con- 
nected with the revolution which was caused in the world by 
Christianity” though only as a sort of precursor to its phi- 
losophy, for, as he adds, while the Neo-Platonists had some 
adumbration of “the Idea of Christianity,” “ they “still had 
not proved their doctrine that the Trinity is the truth.” 

There is much to be said on this conception of the history 
of philosophy, both for it and against it. One could go on 
and argue endlessly whether historical facts, and facts in 
the history of philosophy in particular, are to be studied — 
to use the language of Aristotle — as known to us or as 
known by nature, and consequently one could also go on and 
argue endlessly whether in our attempt to break up the con- 
tinuity of historical events into periods we should look at 
all for any differentiating characteristics other than those 
which are visibly known to us and which have palpably 
proved themselves of consequence in the experience of a 
great part of mankind who share common beliefs and a com- 
mon way of life. But such speculative arguments would lead 
us nowhere. They would be as useless as the old-fashioned 
speculations as to how to classify species, when species were 
held to be unalterably and firmly fixed from creation and 
their classifications were only half-intuitive generalizations 
based upon inadequate data superficially studied. When, 
however, as a result of a century’s research, beginning with 
Linnaeus and ending in Darwin’s voyage on H. M. S. Beagle, 
investigators began to base their speculations concerning 

« Ibid., I, 1 10. « Ibid., II, 387. “ Ibid., Ill, I. 

» Ibid., Ill, I. ” Ibid., 1 , 374. « Ibid., III,>. 
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species on extensive accumulations of specimens and the study 
of the internal structures of those specimens, the various at- 
tempts at their classification from then on were based upon 
a solid foundation of reality, even though the boundary lines 
between species were no longer firmly fixed. Let us also set sail 
on some Beagle of our own in search of philosophic specimens 
and, after we have found them, let us study their internal struc- 
tures and then, from their internal structures, let us try to learn 
something about the origin and classification of their species, 
which species we commonly call periods in the history of phi- 
losophy or systems of philosophy. It is also possible that as a 
result of such an investigation so-called periods and systems 
of philosophy might prove to be not so distinctly and deeply 
separated from each other as they are generally assumed to be. 

The specimens which we bring back from the voyage on 
our own Beagle are in the form of books, printed books and 
manuscript books, books preserved in their entirety and 
books of which only fragments have been preserved in other 
books, and books of which only the titles have been pre- 
served. In our study or our specimens, we begin, as every 
scientific study of a subject usually begins, with a classi- 
fication of them. Taking first as the basis of our classification 
that which externally differentiates them from one another, 
namely, language, we find that they fall into five groups, 
Greek, Latin, Syriac, Arabic, and Hebrew. The Greek 
specimens date from the fragments of pre-Socratic philoso- 
phers to the fifteenth century, falling short by about a 
century of the reputed end of mediaeval philosophy. The 
Latin specimens date from Cicero and continue to the end 
of mediaeval philosophy. The Syriac specimens, the smallest 
of the five groups, date from the fifth to about the end of the 
thirteenth century. The Arabic specimens date from the 
eighth to the end of the twelfth century. The Hebrew 
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specimens date from the tenth century and continue to the 
reputed end of the medieval period of philosophy. 

Continuing then to examine the contents of these speci- 
mens, we discover that these five linguistic groups are not 
independent of each other. To begin with, the last four of 
them are all dependent upon the Greek specimens. In all of 
them Greek works are translated, names of Greek philoso- 
phers are quoted, certain Greek terms are transliterated in 
their own respective alphabets, many more Greek terms are 
translated literally in their own respective languages, and 
problems of Greek philosophy invariably form the starting 
point of discussions. Then, the last four of these five groups 
have certain relations among themselves. Some philosophic 
specimens are translated from the Syriac into Arabic or are 
Syriac paraphrases of Arabic works; Some are translated 
from the Arabic into Hebrew and a few from Hebrew into 
Arabic; some are translated from both Arabic and Hebrew 
into Latin; some are translated from the Latin into Hebrew; 
and together with these translations there go also the adop- 
tion of terminology, both in transliterated and translated 
foyms, the quotation of names, and the borrovdng of ideas. 

Studying our philosophic specimens still more closely, we 
notice that all of them are streaked through with material 
drawn from another type of literature, namely, the religious 
literature. But with respect to this streak of religious litera- 
ture which runs through the entire field of philosophy, we 
notice that not long before the rise of Christianity a sudden 
change takes place in the type of literature drawn upon. 
Before that time in Greek and also Latin philosophy, and 
for some time after that in a certain part of Greek and 
Latin philosophy, the religious literature drawn upon, in 
the form of quotations, references, or allusions, is pagan 
Greek literature. But beginning with that time the re- 
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ligious literature drawn upon is that of Scripture in its 
threefold division, the so-called Old and New Testaments 
and the Koran. This scriptural streak in its threefold division 
is variously distributed in our five groups of philosophic 
specimens. In the Greek philosophic specimens, those dating 
from before the middle of the first century of the Christian 
era are Jewish and quote the Old Testament, but those dating 
after that period are all Christian and quote both the Old 
and the New Testament. The Latin specimens, beginning 
with Tertullian toward the end of the second century, are all 
Christian, and the quotations are from both the Old and the 
New Testament. The Syriac specimens are Christian, and 
the quotations in them are from both the Old and the New 
Testament. The Arabic specimens are both Moslem and 
Jewish and to a lesser extent also Christian. The Moslems 
quote only the Koran, the Jews only the Old Testament, and 
the Christians both the Old and the New Testament. The 
Hebrew specimens are only Jewish and the Scripture quoted 
is only the Old Testament. Not only, however, is this 
break from ancient pagan philosophy marked by a change 
in the quotations from religious literature, but it is also 
marked by a new form of philosophic literary expression. 
Before that time the forms of philosophic literary expression 
were the gnomic saying, the dialogue, the poem, the diatribe, 
and the formal discourse. From now on a new form of ex- 
position appears in philosophic literature, the homily on 
some scriptural text or the running commentary upon some 
scriptural books. 

This change in the type of religious literature drawn upon 
and in literary form, we discover upon still further study, 
is not a mere matter of externality; it marks a fundamental 
break in philosophic doctrines, which break ushers in a fun- 
damentally new period in the history of philosophy, that 
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intermediate or mediaeval period which we all feel intervenes 
between ancient philosophy which knew not Scripture and 
modern philosophy which began with an attempt to free 
itself from Scripture. Mediaeval philosophy, so defined and 
delimited, is thus the common philosophy of three religions 
— Judaism, Christianity, and Islam — consisting of one 
philosophy written in five languages — Greek, Latin, Syr- 
iac, Arabic, and Hebrew. It is indeed a continuation of pagan 
Greek philosophy but at the same time also a radical re- 
vision of that philosophy, stressing certain doctrines by 
which it is distinguished from ancient pagan philosophy. 
From its very beginning in its original language, even before 
its spread into other languages, it formed a new school of 
Greek philosophy, more distinct in fundamental problems 
from the totality of all the pagan Greek schools of philosophy 
than those pagan schools are distinct from one another. 
When we speak of Christian philosophy, and for that matter 
also of Jewish or Moslem philosophy, and the question is 
raised as to what we mean thereby apart from CJreek philo- 
sophic problems dealt with by Christians or Jews or Mos- 
lems, or apart from the employment of certain concepts or 
a certain form of reasoning from Greek philosophy in defense 
of certain religious doctrines borrowed from Scripture,*^ the 
answer to be given is that it is a fundamental revision of 
Greek philosophy on the basis of certain principles common 
to these three religions, resulting in the introduction of new 
elements into every branch of pagan Greek philosophy — 
its epistemology, its metaphysics, its physics, and its ethics. 

Let us then take a fleeting glance at these common prin- 
ciples which constitute the common characteristics of that 

See the collection of forty-seven opinions as to the meaning of Christian 
philosophy in E. Gilson, L*Esprif de la Fhilosophie MhdthaU (193a), I, 297-324, 
and Gilson’s own discussion on the subject in chs. i and ii. 
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mediaeval philosophy and let us invent a synthetic mediaeval 
philosopher, made up of all the common elements of the 
Christian, the Moslem, and the Jewish philosopher, and let 
us follow in the track of his reasoning as he proceeds to 
revise Greek philosophy. 

Our synthetic mediaeval philosopher begins with the belief 
that there is one infallible source of truth, and that is revela- 
tion, and that revelation is embodied in Scripture, be it Old 
Testament or New Testament or Koran. In Scripture he 
finds a description of the world, perhaps not so full as he 
would have liked to have, but he finds in it enough references 
to water and earth and air and fire and heavens and stars 
and minerals and plants and living beings to furnish him 
with enough materials for an orderly description of the world 
as he knows it. He also finds in it an explanation of those 
things which he wants to know about the world, how it came 
into being and how it is governed. Finally, he finds in it 
rules for the guidance of man in his various relations to 
his fellow men, both as an individual to other individuals 
and as a member of society to the society of which he is a 
part. 

But the God who furnished certain men with certain 
truths directly by revelation has also equipped men with 
reason. Thus equipped, certain men were able by their own 
eflFort to discover some of those truths which God made 
known to other men directly by revelation — to discover 
the nature of the world, to describe it, to explain it, and to 
lay down rules for the conduct of mankind. And just as the 
truths of revelation are embodied in the threefold Scripture, 
written in Hebrew, Greek, and Arabic, so the truths dis- 
covered by reason are embodied in a philosophic literature 
written primarily in Greek. Two bodies of literature thus 
contain all human wisdom: one the wisdom made known 
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through revelation; the other the wisdom discovered by 
reason. 

Since God is the author both of the truths made known 
by revelation and of the truths discovered by reason, there 
can be no conflict between them. If a conflict should appear 
to exist between them, it must be no real conflict. Any such 
conflict must be due either to our misunderstanding of Scrip- 
ture or to the vagaries of human reason which has gone 
astray. For revelation must of necessity be communicated to 
man in the language commonly spoken by man, and such a 
language does not always convey to the ordinary man the 
real meaning intended by the revelation. Similarly, human 
reason must of necessity be encased in a human body and 
function through a human body, and thus, hemmed in by a 
body, reason sometimes is led astray and errs. Scripture, to 
our synthetic mediaeval philosopher, is always true, if only 
its language could be properly understood; reason would 
always be true, if only it were not misguided by the body in 
which it is encased. In the proper study of the relation of 
Scripture to reason, therefore. Scripture has to be interpreted 
in the light of what is most evidently true in reason, and 
reason has to be corrected in the light of what is most evi- 
dently the true teachings of Scripture. There may be differ- 
ences of opinion, among those who make up our synthetic 
philosopher, as to what is most evidendy true in reason as 
well as to what is most obviously the true teaching of Scrip- 
ture, but they all agree that this is the proper method of 
procedure.** 

And so our synthetic philosopher begins to compare the 
teachings of Scripture with the teachings of philosophy. 

Among the teachings of Scripture our synthetic philoso- 
pher finds principles which he assumes to constitute what 

« Cf. above, I, iJS-i63, 194-199. 
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Scripture considers as essential to any true religion, namely, 
the existence of God, the unity of God, creation of the world, 
divine providence, and the divine origin of the rules for 
human conduct.*® He then begins to look into the writings 
of the philosophers to see what reason has discovered about 
these principles. 

He finds that with the exception of one school of philoso- 
phers, the Epicureans, reason has guided all the philosophers 
to the discovery of the existence of God.*'^ He is delighted 
with the arguments advanced by reason in proof of the ex- 
istence of God; he appropriates them and makes use of 
them. He makes a few changes in some of them, especially 
in the argument which maintains that the existence of God 
is an innate idea, but on the whole he is willing to follow 
the pagan philosophers in the proofs they have discovered 
by reason.** 

He also finds that reason has led philosophers to discover 
that God is numerically one and, like Scripture, to come out 
against popular polytheism. Reason has also led some 
philosophers, like Plato and Aristotle, to discover that Gk)d 
is internally one, in the sense that He is incorporeal, though 
some philosophers, like the Stoics, have been led astray by 
reason to think that God is himself corporeal and never 
leaves the inwards of the corporeal world. Similarly, reason 
has led philosophers to discover that God is one in the sense 
of His being self-sufiicient and in need of nothing outside 
himself,** though they do not exploit that property of God 
to its full extent. 

But he finds that reason has failed to guide philosophers 
to the discovery of two other phases of the unity of God. 

First, unlike Scripture, reason has failed to see the unity 

Cf. above, 1 , 194. 

Cf. above, 1 , 177-180. 


Cf. above, pp. 92-93. 
Cf. above, 1 , 172. 
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of God as implying His uniqueness in the sense of His being 
the only one who is both uncreated and a creator. In PlatOj 
God is indeed spoken of as a creator, but by the side of God 
there are to Plato also ideas, concerning which he sometimes 
says that they are uncreated and that they possess a creative 
power of their own. In Aristotle, God is spoken of mainly as 
a mover, not as a creator, and the world, which is not God, 
is spoken of as being uncreated. Our synthetic philosopher, 
in opposition to all this, does not admit by the side of God 
anything that possesses a creative power of its own and any- 
thing that is uncreated; and, if he is occasionally inclined 
to admit the existence of something coetemal with God, he 
will try to show that its eternity does not mean uncreated- 
ness.*® 

Second, unlike Scripture, reason has failed to conceive of 
the unity and unlikeness of God as implying the unknow- 
ability and indescribability of His essence. Neither Plato 
nor Aristotle, despite their belief in the immateriality and 
simplicity and indivisibility of God, had any conception of 
the unknowability of God’s essence and its indescribability. 
Indeed our synthetic philosopher will be unable to make up 
his mind as to what extent God is imknowable and indescrib- 
able, and in what sense one is to understand the terms by 
which as a rule God is described. But he starts his philosophy 
with a principle of the vmknowability and the indescrib- 
ability of God; and, while he is conscious of the difficulties 
that this principle may give rise to, he debates these difficul- 
ties in his own mind and finds some kind of solution for 
them without giving up that principle.** 

Less satisfactory to our synthetic philosopher and re- 
quiring correction by him is the finding of reason with regard 
to the problem of the origin of the world. While reason has 

« Cf. above, 1 , 17a, 195. ” Cf. above, pp. 153 ff. 
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led some philosophers to regard our present world as having 
been created out of some preexistent matter, it has led 
others to regard it as eternal. For himself, our synthetic 
philosopher is unable to make up his mind as to the real 
meaning of the teaching of Scripture with regard to the be- 
ginning of the world, though he is inclined to favor the view, 
never envisaged by reason, that the world came into being 
ex nihilo. But of one thing he is certain: however the world 
came into being, its coming into being must be so conceived 
as to make God the cause of its being. Of one other thing is 
he certain: however the world came into being, it came into 
being by the will of God, which will of God is to be under- 
stood in such a way as to lead to the conclusion that had 
God willed it He could have created a diflferent kind of 
world.” 

Still less satisfactory to our synthetic philosopher and 
requiring correction by him is the finding of reason with 
regard to divine providence. On the whole, reason has led 
philosophers to believe that the world is governed by certain 
laws, laws which make for order and stability, for perma- 
nence and preservation, as if some wise being were presiding 
over it and supervising it and caring for it. Philosophers even 
speak of the laws of nature as being the work of God. In 
Plato they are said to be implanted in the world by the 
Demiurge at the time of His creation of the world. In 
Aristotle they are said to be the immutable movements im- 
parted to the world by the prime mover who is God. In the 
Stoics they are said to be the working of the primordial fire, 
out of which the world unfolded itself but which continues 
to abide in the world as an internal Reason. The philoso- 
phers also sometimes describe these laws of nature as divine 


** Cf. above, 1, 322-324. 
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providence. But their divine providence is fated; more 
often and more correctly do they describe it by the term 
fate. The laws of nature which they trace to their respective 
gods are absolutely unchangeable, inexorable; even their 
gods cannot change them. There is no room in their systems 
for miracles and individual providence. 

Now our synthetic philosopher, on the whole, agrees with 
the finding of reason that there are immutable laws of 
nature. God to him is not only the creator of the world but 
also the cause of its preservation and its governance and its 
orderly processes. God it is who has implanted in the world 
that order and regularity of the recurrence of events which 
we call laws of nature. Because God is unchangeable, these 
laws of nature which He has implanted in the world are also 
unchangeable. Still, with all their unchangeability, God has 
reserved to himself the right of a free agent to change these 
laws of His own making. The possibility of miracles is a 
fundamental belief which our synthetic philosopher will in- 
sist upon. He may offer different explanations of miracles; 
he may not be quite certain what extraordinary events re- 
ported in the various religious Scriptures and traditions are 
to be regarded as miracles; but he does not question the 
principle that God is a free agent who can change the order 
of nature and perform miracles. This principle is the basis 
of our synthetic philosopher’s belief that divine providence 
is individual. To him, God’s implanting of laws of nature 
in the universe is a token of His universal providence, for 
these laws of nature are for the purpose of the preservation 
of the world as a whole and of all the kinds of genera and 
species within it. But the upsetting of these laws of nature 
by God through the working of miracles is to our synthetic 
philosopher a token of God’s individual providence, for 
these miracles have for their purpose the preservation of 
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individuals or groups of individuals when all the forces of 
nature are lined up against them for their destruction.*® 

As a corollary to the conception of freedom in God is the 
conception of freedom in man, and on this point, too, our 
synthetic philosopher finds that reason has gone astray and 
failed to attain to the truth of the matter. Man, say the 
philosophers, is a part of nature, and as everything in nature 
is determined so also everything in human nature is deter- 
mined. There is no such thing as freedom, by which man 
can break the chain of causes which have led him up to the 
point of being faced with the making of a decision. If Plato 
and Aristotle and the Stoics do speak of a distinction in 
human actions between actions which are voluntary and 
actions which are compulsory, they mean by voluntary 
actions only actions that are performed without ignorance 
and without external compulsion. To the philosophers, all 
the forces that bear upon human action are divided into 
forces of emotion and forces of reason. When man is faced 
with a choice between two alternative modes of action, the 
choice, according to them, will be determined, as in the case 
of any physical conflict in nature between opposing forces, 
by the relative strength of the forces of reason and the 
forces of emotion. If the forces of reason are stronger, the 
victory will be that of reason; if the forces of emotion are 
stronger, the victory will be that of the emotions. Will it- 
self is merely a description of that choice determined either 
by reason or by the emotions; there is no such thing as a will 
which is free and independent of these forces of reason and 
emotion. If philosophers urge man to act in accordance with 
the dictates of reason, it does not mean that they believe 
that at the crucial moment which calls for a decision man is 
free to choose whether to follow the dictates of reason or the 
Cf. above, 1 , 356-359. 
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dictates of the emotions. It is only an exhortation to man 
that he should continually, throughout his lifetime, cultivate 
and strengthen his reason, by the only means by which 
reason can be cultivated and strengthened, and that is by 
the acquisition of knowledge, so that when the crucial mo- 
ment arrives reason will be found the stronger force and will 
dominate the emotions. 

Our synthetic mediaeval philosopher is opposed to this. 
Man, indeed, may be considered as part of nature and as 
subject to its laws. But just as the laws of nature may be 
upset by God’s freedom, so also the laws which govern human 
action, as part of nature, may be upset by man’s freedom. 
Our synthetic philosopher is indeed conscious of the many 
difficulties which this belief in human freedom gives rise to 
and in his attempt to solve all these difficulties he may make 
all kinds of qualifications as to the nature and exercise of this 
freedom, but despite all this he will cling strenuously to the 
belief that the human soul is endowed by God with part of 
His own power of freedom, to work miracles in man as He 
himself works miracles in the world. When man is faced with 
a decision and the forces of his own nature are all set so as 
to determine his decision in one particular way, he can by 
the freedom with which he is endowed by God decide to act 
contrary to all those determining forces. Only external 
obstacles or forces can defeat the free human decision, for 
by these external obstacles or forces man may be prevented 
from acting according to his own free choice or he may be 
forced even to act contrary to his own free choice, but even 
these external obstacles and forces may be miraculously re- 
moved by God, if man is found worthy of such a direct 
divine intervention.®^ 

Another corollary to the belief in God’s freedom and hence 

*4 CL above, 1 , 456-462. 
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also to human freedom is the belief that the immortality of 
the soul depends by the will of God upon one’s individual 
conduct, so that while each soul can be immortal it can also 
be destroyed. Now our synthetic philosopher is ready to 
admit that reason also has led some pagan philosophers, and 
especially Plato, to a belief in the immortality of the soul, 
and he may perhaps be also ready to admit that it was the 
teachings of pagan philosophy that led him to discover the 
full meaning of this principle in the pages of his Scriptures, 
but he will insist that reason has failed to discover the full 
truth of that belief. To those pagan philosophers, even when 
they have that belief, immortality is assumed to belong to 
the soul by the necessity of its very nature and hence not 
only may it be immortal but it must be so. Even to those 
pagan philosophers who happen to speak of a certain kind 
of destructibility of the soul, this destructibility also comes 
to it by a necessary process of nature; it is not the result of 
individual divine providence. To our synthetic philosopher, 
however, immortality is a special gift of God and an exercise 
of individual divine providence. The soul, which is as- 
sumed by him to have an existence of its own in the human 
body, is endowed by God not only with freedom but also 
with immortality, for by its own nature, like anything else 
created by God, it cannot be immortal. Of this gift of im- 
mortality man must prove himself worthy, and he can prove 
himself worthy of it only by the exercise of his freedom in a 
manner approved of by God. If man does not prove him- 
self worthy of immortality, he forfeits it; his soul may suffer 
destruction. Our synthetic philosopher is perhaps not always 
quite certain as to how the soul remains immortal as an in- 
dividual entity and as to how it suffers destruction. But 
after all his debating with himself on the problem, he comes 
out with a confession of a belief that each man’s soul may 
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by God’s grace siirvive in some sense as an individual entity 
but of itself it is subject to some kind of destruction.®* 
Finally, a third corollary of divine freedom and hence also 
of human freedom is the divine origin of morality. To our 
synthetic mediaeval philosopher the efforts of pagan philoso- 
phers to attain by human reason perfect rules for the con- 
duct of men, both as individuals and as members of society, 
have by their own confession proved to fall short of perfec- 
tion. To him, the only rule of conduct which is perfect is that 
which has been revealed by God, for if, as the pagan phi- 
losophers maintain, perfect rules of conduct must be in 
accordance with nature and in accordance with reason, they 
cannot be discovered by reason, for reason itself never 
attains perfection in its knowledge of nature; they can be 
perfect only when revealed by God who is the creator of 
both reason and nature. In his study of the laws revealed 
by God, carefully comparing them with the teachings of 
the pagan philosophers, our synthetic philosopher finds in 
the divine laws the perfect fulfillment of all that the pagan 
philosophers have vainly striven to attain. Indeed our syn- 
thetic philosopher may debate with himself whether that 
divine law was to continue eternally to be the Law revealed 
to Moses, or whether the Law of Moses was to be replaced 
in part by the law of the Gospels and the Apostles, or 
whether even this latter law was to be replaced by the law 
of the Koran; but whatever decision he may arrive at on 
this particular question he remains firm in his belief that 
man’s conduct is to be guided by a divine law.*® 

These are the main principles of our synthetic mediaeval 
philosopher. The endless discussions to be found in the 
voluminous literature of the various languages in which 
mediaeval philosophy is embodied are only elaborations upon 
“5 Cf. above, I, 416-417. Cf. above, pp. 306 flF. 
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these principles — explanations of these principles in their 
manifold implications, discussions of various difficvJties 
arising from these principles, homilies on various scriptural 
proof-texts advanced in support of them, and discourses on 
various philosophical passages which appear to be either in 
agreement or disagreement with them. Taken altogether, 
these principles of mediaeval philosophy constitute a radical 
departure from ancient pagan Greek philosophy — they 
radically change its theory of knowledge, by introducing into 
it a new source of knowledge; they radically change its 
metaphysics, by introducing a new conception into the nature 
and causality of God, who is the main subject of metaphysics; 
they radically change its physics, by introducing a new con- 
ception into the working of its laws; they radically change 
its ethics, by introducing a new source of morality. The 
changes thus introduced by our synthetic philosopher into 
Greek philosophy are as great as those introduced into it 
by Plato and greater than those introduced into it by any 
other philosopher after Plato. Our synthetic mediaeval phi- 
losopher, indeed, has not introduced anything radically new 
into what he learned from pagan Greek philosophic works 
about the description of the structure and composition of 
the physical universe. He was quite willing to follow 
Aristotle in his description of the heavens, of the earth, of 
growing and living things, of the human body, of the human 
soul, and of the rules of human reasoning, though not without 
an occasional grumble and not without an occasional ex- 
cursus into the writings of some other Greek philosophers. He 
assiduously studied the works of Aristotle as well as those of 
other Greek philosophers dealing with these subjects, com- 
menting upon them, paraphrasing them, epitomizing them, 
questioning and disputing about them, and even making 
some slight original contributions in the course of his study 
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of them — but all this in harmony with those fundamental 
principles which set oS their own philosophy from that of 
the Greek philosophers. Similarly, when toward the end of 
mediaeval philosophy, in the sixteenth century, new concep- 
tions of nature and of the physical universe began to make 
their appearance, exponents of mediaeval philosophy, among 
whom Descartes is to be included, tried to show how easy 
it was for them to adjust their inherited principles of medi- 
aeval philosophy to their new conception of nature and the 
physical universe. 

This fundamental departure from p^an Greek philosophy, 
if the facts of the history of philosophy are to be presented 
as they are actually known by nature and not as they merely 
happen to be known to uSy appears first in Hellenistic Juda- 
ism,*^ where it attains its systematic formulation in Philo. 
Philo is the founder of this new school of philosophy, and 
from him it directly passes on to the Gospel of St. John and 
the Church Fathers, from whom it passes on to Moslem 
and hence also to mediaeval Jewish philosophy. Philo is the 
direct or indirect source of this type of philosophy which con- 
tinues uninterruptedly in its main assertions for well-nigh 
seventeen centuries, when at last it is openly challenged by 
Spinoza. 

Historically, a certain nibbling at this type of philosophy, 
which is properly to be called the Philonic philosophy, 
started before Spinoza; and historically, too, Philonic phi- 
losophy did not completely disappear even after Spinoza. 
But Spinoza it was who for the first time launched a grand 
assault upon it, and if the Philonic philosophy did not com- 
pletely disappear as a result of that assault, it no longer held 
a dominant position. Henceforth, in order to gain attention 
at all, it had to disguise its meaning and adopt a new vocabu- 
Cf. above, 1 , 26-27, 
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lary. It is only recently that Philonic philosophy, through 
the increasing influence of one of its most distinguished 
Mediaeval Christian exponents, began to gain vogue and 
currency in quarters where it is not an inherited tradition, 
but that is due only to the breakdown of philosophy as a 
learned (Hscipline, from which some inquiring minds try to 
seek escape in scholasticism as a substitute for scholarship. 

In his grand assault upon Philonic philosophy, Spinoza 
starts with an attack upon its chief basis, the belief in revela- 
tion. This part of his assault he makes in his ‘Tractatus 
'Theologico-Politicus,** a work written in the Philonic man- 
ner, in the form of homilies upon scriptural texts. With his 
denial of revelation, he then undertakes to restore philosophy 
to the status in which it was prior to the Philonic revolution. 
Like most Greek philosophers, he does not deny the existence 
of God, if by God is meant what the Greek philosopher 
meant by the principle of causality in the world.*® Like the 
Greek philosophers, he similarly does not deny the unity of 
God, understanding by unity not only the numerical oneness 
of the cause of the world but also its self-sufficiency and 
simplicity. Moreover, like Aristotle in the Neoplatonized 
form in which he understood him, he takes the unity of God 
to mean His uniqueness as an uncaused cause. He denies, 
however, with some qualification, the Philonic tradition that 
the simplicity of God means also His unknowability and 
indefinability.3® But, in this particular instance, going be- 
yond the Philonic tradition, he comes out even against the 
Platonic and Aristotelian tradition which takes the simplic- 
ity of God to mean His incorporeality. Then, going back 

Cf. above, 1 , 163. 

Cf, the present writer’s ^he Philosophy of Spinoza^ chapters on “Proofs of 
the Existence of God” and “The Causality of God,” 

»• Cf. above, pp. i6a f. 

** Cf. above, pp. 161 f. 
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to general classical Greek philosophy, he denies God that 
supposed freedom of the will by which He can change the 
order of nature, though by a special definition of the term 
freedom he calls the necessity of God’s action by the name 
of freedom.®* Again going back to general classical Greek 
philosophy, he denies man that vaunted freedom of his 
with which Philonic philosophy has endowed him as a gift 
of God.®® With Aristotle, he also denies the separability of 
soul from body,®'* though by following the Neoplatonized 
form of Aristotelianism he speaks of the immortality of the 
soul, and even of an individual immortality, without resort- 
ing to the Philonic view of the destructibility of the soul.®® 
Finally, without a belief in revelation, he goes back to the 
classical tradition of Greek philosophy in restoring to 
reason its paramount position as the source of morality.®* 

This, then, is the new period in the history of philosophy, 
ushered in by Philo and ushered out by Spinoza. If we still 
choose to describe this period as mediaeval, for after all it 
comes between a philosophy which knew not of Scripture 
and a philosophy which tries to free itself from Scripture, 
then mediaeval philosophy is the history of the philosophy 
of Philo. For well-nigh seventeen centuries this Philonic 
philosophy dominated European thought. Nothing really 
new happened in the history of European philosophy dur- 
ing that extended period. The long succession of philosophers 
during that period, from among whom various figures are 
selected by various historians for special distinction as in- 
novators, have only tried to expound, each in his own way, 

3 * Cf. Philosophy of Spinoza, chapters on “The Causality of God** and 
“Necessity and Purposelessness.** 

33 Cf. ibid,, same chapters and also chapter on “Will.** 

34 Cf. above, I, 420-421. 

35 Cf. above, I, 421-423. 

3 ® Cf. above, p. 321. 
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the principles laid down by Philo. To the question, then, 
what is new in Philo? the answer is that it was he who built 
up that philosophy, just as the answer to the question what 
is new in Spinoza? is that it was he who pulled it down.*'^ 


37 Cf, Philosophy of Spinoza^ chapter on “What is New in Spinoza? ” 
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p 6 fLos yeypafLfiivos, ii, 174 
pSfios ip fiipcLj ii, i8r, 182 
p 6 fios iirl fjLipovSi iij 180 
p 6 fios iidtKiSi ii, 174 
pifios diffei, ii, 190 
p 6 /ios tdiosj ii, 174 
pSfiLos KOLdoXiKis^ ii, 18 1 
pSfios KaroL piiposy ii, 182 
p 6 p.os Karh <f>{)<nvy ii, 173 
p 6 p,os kolp 6 s, ii, 174 
pipoi w 66 xpri(Troiy ii, 16 
povsy i, 102, 230, 246, 255, 
346, 362; ii, 3, 29, 30 
povs drofiosy i, 214 

^iposy ii, 353, Sn 

olKeUrrjSi ii, 136 
6 \ty 6 d€Lay ii, 236 
dfioedp'^Sj ii, 355, 362 
6 fi 64 >v\osy ii, 355, 359, 360 
ipoOy i, 311 
rb bpy i, 210 
bpariK^ didpoia, ii, 91 
bpariKbp yiposj ii, 401 
iSpyapoPj i, 262, 264, 265 
6 pyi) biKaUj ii, 276 

i, 386; ii, 175, 177, 
181 

6 <noi &p$p(aToif ii, 373 
6 <n 6 T 7 js, ii, 277 
oiala, i, 102, 210, 277, 
300; ii, 106, 107, III 
obffla dwoiosj i, 276 
oMa tnreppMTiKfii i, 342, 
343 

v&yiovy i, 172 
vayKparTiffiay ii, 340 
wa\Lyyep€<rta, i, 405 
vapTOKpdrapt i, 12 
TrapdSeiyfia, i, 92, 182, 
233, 262, 283, 326 


vapalpeartSj i, 128 
TrapdKXrjTOSy ii, 412 

vapaKivT^ip pipiffpo. eil;- 

yepetas, i, 75 
vapaffK€V'iiy i, Ii8 

wapdTTTjyfiay i, 225 
Trap€^e(rT7jK(i5j ii, 24 
TrdpoLKoSy ii, 365, 366, 367 
TrapovaLa, i, 326 
wariptap xopbp, i, 398 
variptap %fi5poy, i, 398 
i, 211 

vlarLSy i, 151, 152, 164; 
ii, 215 

vXTidbs crdpvacay ii, 352 
TTPevfiay i, 102, 362, 387, 

394 

TTPevpa XoyiKSpy i, 362 
TTPevpa BetoPy ii, 27, 30 
TTpevpa deoOy ii, 30 

vpevpa vpo(p7jriK6py ii, 27 
vP€vpaTo4>6po5y ii, 24 

TTPoVy i, 394 

7roi5s, i, 212; ii, 104, 106 
voLdrrjSy ii, 105, 106, 107, 
132 

voXirela dpOpcairlpTi, ii, 

395 

iroXirela Updy ii, 395 
TToXirela mOoXiK'fiy ii, 397, 
432 

TToXirela ^tXbOeos, ii, 395 
woXlrrjSy ii, 363, 399 
voXvdfpvfiop bvopay ii, 122, 
127 

vpd^iSy ii, 168, 205, 267 
irpeff^BrepoSy i, 205 
wpi, ii, 247 
rrpoalpeffiSy i, 441 
TTpoaiperiK^y i, 436 
TTpoeKTVTroijPy i, 204 
TTpoTjyfiipoPy ii, 206, 299 
irpipoiciy ii, 224 
TTpicrra^ts, i, 128, 167; ii, 
200 

Trpoffrdrai. oXcrdiicetaPy i, 

167 

Tpoffrdrat yoO, i, 167 
vpbffavopy ii, 36, 37 
TpOTpiTeiPy i, 130 


vpbreposy i, 214, 2 1 5, 246, 

247 

irpo^tTirelay ii, 17, 42 
TTpo^y/iTrjs, ii, 41 

pTjrSsy i, 115; ii, 223 

ffefival 6ea[y i, 38 

ffo^iay i, 23, 147, 255, 
258, 315; ii» 167, 211, 
214 

<ro<l>t(TTifis, i, 58, 59 
aroipSsy i, 23; ii, 32 
(TTdtTLSy i, 337) 338; ii, 
388 

(Tvyyipeiay ii, 355) 357) 

359 

(rvyKardBeffts, ii, 224 
ffvvaywyiy ii, 351, 354 
ffvpibpiopy ii, 351, 352 
(rdpe(nsy i, 147, 392 
(Xvp$i^K7]y ii, 173 
ii, 106 

<rXoXo(rTtic&s plos 

rdiisy iy 215, 216, 330 
reXeraly i, 25, 37 
reXeral ppax^repaiy i, 43 
reXeral riXeiaij i, 43 
riXVf if 25 
repirpisy ii, 263 
ripftSy ii, 224 

Terpaypdpp.aroSy ii, 12 1 

rt(9^n7, i, 267, 300, 304 
rb did rly i, 265 
rb 5 l* 5, i, 265 
rb 5 i* 00, i, 26S9 266 
rb 00, i, 265 

rb 0^* 00, i, 265 
rbiros, i, 309, 317 
rbiros PCTjrSsy i, 227, 262, 
399 

r07rosr olKeioiy 1, 249 
rdvos VTTepovpdptos, i, 227, 
241, 262 
r07roy, i, 221 
r^XVf ii, 330, 420, 421 

0X17, i, 102, 265, 276, 300 
bvoKpiriist ii, 41 
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V 7 r 6 \ 7 }^l/is &k\iv'i^Sj i, 152 

vv 6 \ 7 i^is / 3 e/ 3 a£tt, i, 152 
lax^P^} 152; 

ii, 2x6 

ff^odpdf i, 152; 

ii, 216 

iTr 6 voiaf i, 1159 ii; 223 

^av6p6sj i, xi5; ii; 223 
(poLVTacriovffBaiy i, 288 
^iKavBpwirla, ii, 2x8, 2x9 
4 >l\oi elB&Vj ii, 97 
4 >l\oi BeoVf ii, 296 
4 >L\oi ypvx^Sf ii, 97 


agnostos theos, ii, xx5 
ancilla, i, xS7 
angelus, ii, 68 
apparatus, i, xxS 

beneficentia, ii, 3x7 

causa essendi, i, 297 
concupiscentia, ii, 23 x 
condecens, ii, 263 
contra naturam, i, 359 

dilectio et oppositio, i, 
341-342 

divi homines, i, xoo 
divina nativitas, ii, 39 
divina providentia, i, 358 
divina sapientia, i, 358 
divinus spiiitus, ii, 26 
divus, i, lox 
dux princeps, i, 34X 

ecclesia, ii, 39S 
eleeniosyna, ii, 3x6 


4 > 6 pos KvploVf ii, 215 
i^pov^paros piyeBoSt ii, 
22 X 

(f>p 6 vri(XL 5 , i, X47, 392; ii, 
X67, X76, 2x1, 2x4 
(pvXirTjtt ii, 360 
0v\i5, ii, 3SS, 401 
0wyi}, ii, S3 
4 >uiy^ ipapBpoSf ii, 38 
tpusf i, 2x1 

xapdf ii, 224 
Xdpis, ii, 2x9 
xdpiffpa, ii, 66 


B. LATIN 

hdes; ii, 3x6 
hgura, ii, 68 
forma, i, 233 

gens, ii, 395 

gratia adjuvans, i, 456, 
459 

humanitas, ii, 3x7, 3x9 

imago, i, 239; ii, 68 
imago invisibilis, i, 239 
intellectus, ii, 29 
iustitia, ii, 3x7 

laetitia, ii, 231 
liberalitas, ii, 317 
Kbido, ii, 231 

mandata, i, 128 
mens, ii, 29, 30 
metropolis patriae, i, 398 
multitude, ii, 39S 

opera caritatis, ii, 3x6 
oratio, ii, 3x7 


Xappoaiprj, ii, 240 
XOpbs Betosy i, 374 
XOpbs Upebraros, i, 374 
Xpbposy i, 317 
X(i}pa, i, 250, 2Sx, 304, 
309> 317 

i^vx'iy i, 102, 362; ii, 28, 
29 

ypvx’fl 'KoyiK^y ii, 38 

ebyipetay ii, 22X 
yj/aiarbpy ii, 244 

b &Vy i, X9, 2x0 


poenitentia, ii, 3x7 
populus, ii, 39S 
praecepta, i, 128 
praecepta affirmativa, ii, 

314 

praecepta negativa, ii, 

3x4 

praeter naturam, i, 357 

ratio aeterna, i, 358 
ratio divina, i, 358 

scientiae monumenta, ii, 
secunda nativitas, i, 405 
secunda generatio, i, 405 
similitudo, i, 233 
species, i, 206, 42X 
spiritus Dei, ii, 68 

typus, i, 221, 340 

verbum, ii, 68 
videndi monumenta, ii, 
xo, X89 

voluptas, ii, 23 x 
vox Dei, ii, 68 
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ii, 145 npn !?« 

i, 267-269 
ii, 272 

ii, 241 nsna 

ii, 186 pn ’na 

S3 ^ip na 

i, 189, 190, 191, 194 mra 

363, 366, 369,371,372 na 
i, 92 noan 

i, 190 man 
i, 189, 190, 191 n 3 l?n 

ii, 256 Dnan 'nn 

ii, 413 mar 

311 , 335 o’pin 

i, 59 D’oan 
ii, 277 mion 

ii, 231 «DB 
ii, 237, 289 nr 

ii, 230, 279, 288 aia nr 


masmu^ah ii, 66 
fikr ii, 289 
Jatjr ii, 289 
ilhdm ii, 62 
ism ii, 154 


C HEBREW 

ii, 230 , 237 , 279, 288 y n nr 
ii, 224 naia 
ii, 145 a’na 
ii, 226 n»nn 
ii, 226 mKnn «!? 
i, 225 nno 
i, 193 »nno 
i, 287 Hno'D 

i, 372 i«!?d 

ii, 231 bnaa 
i, 92 n*^apn pmoDo 

ii, 121 apa 
ii, 29 s ons 
ii, 412 ri>pns 
ii, 220 npnx 

i, 192 n” 2 c 

ii, 277 nVp 
i, 256 , 257 , 258 nap 


D. ARABIC 

kaldm ii, 66 
muhabah ii, 66 
fahibah i, 157 
$aut maipluq ii, 65 


ii, 14s ' 1 P 

i, 287 »mpn mn 

ii, 289 ]ryn 
ii, 253 monn o»y»n 
li, 412 D^av 
ii, 345, 347 

ii, 345, 346, 347 D»BS1» 

i, 287 na^a» 

ii, 295 na» 
ii, 1 21 nvm» yanK ]a nv 

ii, 121 nnvon qv 
ii, 121 tpmson o» 

ii, 224 nnD» 
ii, 289 m»n 
ii, 239, 241 nnin 
ii, 289 nnVin 
i, 92 nnmn 
i, 189, 190, 191, 194 napn 


sifah ii, 154 
tashbih ii, 152 
wahy ii, 62 , 6 $ 
wdsitah ii, 65 
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Aaron, ii, 12 

Abbahu of Caesarea, ii, 258 
Abelard, i, 324. 

Abelson, J. L, i, 1875 ii, 153 
Abimelech, ii, 12, 56, 58 
Abraham, i, 76, 84, 126, 129, 15 1- 
152, 202, 379, 380, 381, 402; ii, 
12, i8i, 193 

Abraham Ibn Baud — unity of God, 

11, 153 j unlikeness and incorporeal- 
ity of God, ii, 152, divine predi- 
cates, ii, 1575 primary premises, ii, 
63. See also Index of References 

Abravanel, Isaac, ii, 429 
Academicians — in relation to Philo, 
i, 93, 1095 classification of the 
goods, ii, 203 

Adam, i, 47, 118, 119, 185, 4525 ii, 

12, 183, 257 

Adler, M., i, 129, 350, 3405 ii, 57 
Aeschylus, i, 94 
Aetius. See Index of References 
Agrippa I, ii, 343, 39^x 402 
Agrippa II, ii, 346 

Albinus: incomprehensibiJLity and in- 
eff ability of God, ii, 158-150 
Alexander the Great, i, 35 ii, 336 
Alexander Jannaeus, ii, 336 
Alexander, Tiberius Julius, i, 825 ii, 
406 

Alexandria, i, 5-5, 78-79, 89-905 ii, 
360, 403, 426 

Alexandrian Jews and Judaism — gen- 
eral characterization,^ i, 4-5, 56-57, 
85-865 ii, 403-4045 their polity, ii, 
397-4005 whether citizens, ii, 398- 
4005 praying for the Augustan 
house, ii, 3685 their relations with 
non-Jews, i, 78-79, 81-825 II, 403- 
4065 court of Jewish law, i, 1315 


relation to Palestinian Judaism, i, 
5 ^“5 7 5 educational system, i, 78- 
82 5 priests as teachers, ii, 341 5 study 
of Hebrew, i, 89-905 observance 
of the Sabbath, i, 80, 96, of the Bay 
of Atonement, i, 77, of the dietary 
laws and the laws against intermar- 
riage, i, 73-775 no sectarian anti- 
nomian movement, i, 70-735 atti- 
tude toward Greek and Egyptian 
religions, i, 10-175 their philos- 
ophy, i, 17-27, 9+-95> I44-I4S> 
183-1845 three types of attitude 
toward philosophical allegory, i, 
55-735 three types of apostates, i, 

73-85 

ALf arabi — divine predicates, ii, 1575 
prophecy and rational knowledge, ii, 
62. See also Index of References 

Algazali — divine predicates, ii, 1575 
souls of stars and planets, i, 418. 
See also Index of References 

Aliens, ii, 353-355> 3^4-365 5 resident 
aliens, ii, 365-369 

Allegorical method — general discus- 
sion, i, 115-1385 its meaning, i, 
1345 theory underlying it, i, 138- 
1405 in Greek philosophy, i, 132- 
i 33 j I 38 -i 39> in Judaism, i, 133- 
138, 1405 philosophical and non- 
philosophical, i, 58-59, 133-135 5 
not to be applied to mythology, ac- 
cording to Philo, i, 35-36, 1335 
extent to which it is to be applied to 
scriptural anthropomorphisms, the 
story of creation, history and laws, 
i, 116-131, 133-138, 3535 diverse 
attitudes towards philosophical al- 
legory in Alexandrian Judaism, i, 
55-73 5 reason for opposition to it. 
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i, 63-645 opposition to it criticized, 
U 59“^3 5 extreme allegorists, i, 66- 
715 neither opponents of philosoph- 
ical allegory nor extreme allegorists 
represented in Alexandrian Jewish 
literature, i, 64-66, 70-71 5 allegory 
as a sacred mystery to be commu- 
nicated only to those properly quali- 
fied, i, 48, 52-55, 62-63, In 
post-Philonic philosophy, i, 134, 
158-160 

Allix, P., i, 99 
Allon, G., ii, 369 
Anaxagoras, i, 93, 132 
Anaxarchus, i, 93 
Anaximander, i, 93 
Anaximenes, i, 93 
Andrews, H., i, 303 
Andronicus of Rhodes, ii, 237 
Angels — general discussion, i, 366- 
3855 Greek use of the term, i, 367- 
3685 their creation, i, 269, 418- 
4195 incorporeal, rational souls, i, 
366-367, 3705 identified with Greek 
demons, i, 368-3695 not ideas, i, 
3755 their abode, i, 369“370 5 a 
special kind of immanent powers, i, 
37a, 375> 3815 58-595 called 

powers, i, 3735 their functions, i, 
371-3725 instruments of divine 
providence in the case of man, i, 
372, 3735 as intermediaries, i, 287, 
372, 375-3765 servants of God, i, 
38 i> 3735 servants of the divine 
powers, i, 3745 agents of prophecy, 

ii, 43-45) 46) 50-515 agents of pro- 
phetic dreams, ii, 56, 58-595 guard- 
ians of nations, i, 3775 escorts of 
departed souls, i, 371-3725 called 
‘‘army,” “divine army,” “most sa- 
cred company,” i, 373-3745 grouped 
into orders, i, 3775 called “Logoi,” 
i) 375) 3775 invisible, i, 3705 assume 
visibility, i, 379-3815 the three 
angels who appeared to Abraham, 
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i, 126, 202, 379, 380, 3815 benefi- 
cial and punitive, i, 3815 immune 
from sin, i, 269, 3825 evil angels, 
i) 383-3855 fallen angels, i, 384- 
3855 angels in post-Philonic philos- 
ophy, i, 418-419. See also Arch- 
angel 

Anger, ii, 269, 270 

Animal worship — described as athe- 
ism, i, 32 

Animals — distinction between ani- 
mate and inanimate beings, i, 3865 
partake neither of virtue nor vice, 
i, 2695 their soul, i, 385-386 
Anthropomorphism, i, 59-60, 116, 
1355 ii, 127-128. See also G06. 
Antiochus, i, 3 
Antisthenes, ii, 125 
Apamea, i, 3 
Apion, i, 8 
Apollo, i, 12, 14 
Aptowitzer, V., ii, 339 
Arama, Isaac, i, 418 
Aratus — Zeus not ineffable, ii, 115 
Archangel — general discussion, i, 
377-2795 eldest Logos, ii, 585 as 
the Lord in the dream of Jacob, ii, 
585 used by Philo only in connec- 
tion with Israel, i, 3785 allusion to 
Michael in Philo, i, 378-379. See 
also Angels 

Archer-Hind, R. D,, i, 434, 435 5 ii, 41 
Archytas, pseudo-, on the ineffability 
of God, ii, 114-H5 
Aristeas, Letter of — literary form, i, 
955 the monotheism of the Jews, i, 
13-145 God and Zeus, i, 155 crea- 
tion, i, 3035 immanent powers, i, 
3445 divine grace, i, 4505 divine 
origin of the Law, i, 225 Mosaic 
laws as the Aristotelian mean, ii, 
2745 justice and piety, ii, 220-2215 
control of the impulses, ii, 2365 
equality, II, 393, See also Index of 
References 
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Aristippus, i, 93, 145 
Aristo of Chios, i, 9 3-94 j 145 
Aristobulus — his work, i, 95 5 origin 
of Greek philosophy, i, 1415 ante- 
mundane Wisdom, i, 22 j the law of 
the harmony of the opposites, i, 
337-3385 the immanent powers, i, 
344-3455 miracles, i, 350 
Aristociacy, ii, 375, 376, 383, 385- 
385, 4^9) 430>434>435 
Aristotle — in relation to Philo, i, 93, 
109-111, 177-178, 2955 popular 
religion, i, 132, 1395 ii, 3245 God, 
h ^5, 171, 175-178, 195) ^95- 
297, 3255 ii, 4495 existence of God, 
i, 2965 ii, 75, 76, 805 knowability 
of God, ii, 1 1 2, 2495 material and 
formal causes as instruments, i, 263- 
2645 equivalence of cause and 
effect, i, 2835 laws of nature, i, 
3255 ii, 4505 eternity of the world, 
i, 2955 eternity of the species, i, 
3^95-2^97, 34^-3435 of the 

world, i, 1 8 1, 3125 whether stars 
have souls, i, 3665 theory of coun- 
teracting spheres, i, 3145 void, i, 
3125 ether, i, 3705 matter, i, 3095 
place, i, 249-250, 309, 317-3195 
time, i, 3195 soul and mind, i, 246, 
3895 logos, 230-2315 immortality, 

i, 4115 plants, i, 3865 demons, i, 
3695 formulation of ethical prob- 
lem, i, 165-1665 happiness, ii, 165, 
1965 goods, ii, 203, 297-2985 con- 
templative and practical life, ii, 
2625 emotions, ii, 2695 desire and 
anger, ii, 232-2335 repentance, ii, 
252-2535 voluntary and involun- 
tary, ii, 232, 2345 free will, i, 4355 

ii, 4525 virtue, i, 4365 ii, 268, 2765 
virtue for its oWn sake, ii, 285-2865 
virtues, i, 545 ii, 167, 168, 204, 
205, 210, 2685 law, ii, 169, 173- 
174) 179-180, 3765 natural law, ii, 
1 73-1 77 5 practical philosophy, ii. 


323-3245 political theory, ii, 167- 
168, 324, 329, 353, 375-376, 382- 
383) 387) 39O) 393- Index 

of References 

Amim, H. V. See Index of References 
under Greek and Latin Authors: 
Fragments 
Amou, R., i, 227 
Ascalon, i, 3 
Asia, i, 420 
Assent, ii, 224 

Atheism, i, 32, 164, 166-167, 195 
Athens, i, 3 

Atomism, i, 166, 314-315 
Attis, i, 12 

Attributes, divine. See Predicates 
Augustine — and mediaeval philos- 
ophy, i, 4395 conception of history, 
ii, 4405 the greatness of Rome, ii, 
422-4235 origin of Greek philos- 
ophy, i, 1615 preexistent matter, i, 
3235 Stoic theory of creation, i, 
3235 laws of nature, i, 3575 mira- 
cles, i, 354, 357-358 5 virtue, i, 318 5 
free will, i, 4595 faith, ii, 2185 the 
Law and the Gospels, ii, 320-3215 
angels, i, 4195 the Song of Songs, i, 
1345 the prayer of Moses, i, 155- 
156. See also Index of References 
Averroes — philosophy and the Jews, 
i, 1625 allegory and the Koran, i, 
1595 Soul, i, 416-4175 immortality, 
i, 417. See also Index of References 
Avicebron, i, 419 

Avicenna — divine predicates, i, 1575 
soul, i, 416-4175 immortality, i, 
417. See also Index of References 
Azariah dei Rossi. See Rossi 


Bacher, W., i, 915 ii, 258 
Badt, B., ii, 16, 339 
Baghdadi, ii, 154 

Bahya Ibn Pa^uda — unity of God, ii, 
1535 unlikeness and incorporeality 



INDEX OF SUBJECTS AND NAMES 


509 


of God, ii, 1525 divine predicates, 

157 

Bailey, C., i, 166 
Balaam, i, 379“3*0 5 ii, 45, 414 
Barth, P., ii, 290 
Baumgartner, A. J., ii, 351 
Belkin, S., i, 136} ii, 122, 360, 370 
Bell, H. J., i, 825 ii, 398, 400 
Ben Sira. See Sirach 
Benediction, ii, 241 
Bentwich, N., i, 91, 925 II, 201 
Bergmann, [J.], ii, 295 
Bemays, J., i, 118 
Bertinoro, Obadiah, ii, 287 
Bezalel, i, 213, 238$ ii, 84 
Bickermann, E., i, 95 j ii, 399 
Bilhah, i, 90 

Billerbeck, P., i, 188, 2875 ii, 289, 319 
Blasphemy, ii, 40, 121, 122-123 
Blau, L., i, 183 $ ii, 3 1 
Blessings, ii, 290, 297 
Body, i, 30, 259-270, 287, 309, 424- 
427 

Boekh, A., i, 12 
Boethius, ii, 439 
Boethus the Sidonian, i, 193 
Bohmer, Ph., ii, 439 
Bonitz, H., i, 145, 231, 254 
Bouyges, M., i, 162, 324, 418 
Bousset, W., i, 185, 3355 ii, 

Breath, i, 97, 393-394 
Brehier, E., i, 38, 87, 107, 202, 225, 
227, 239, 241, 267, 301, 334, 335> 
338, 339) 352, 353) 354) 399)4055 
ii, 144, 414 
Brigg, Ch., i, 375 
Burnet, J., i, 17, 18) 13^) 3o8, 334 
Bury, R. G., i, 227 
Butterworth, G, W., i, 51 

Cain, i, 4I) 1 ^ 3 ) 1215, 152-153 
Caird, E., i, 302 
Caligula, i, 29; ii, 367 
Carthage, i, 3$ ii, 420 
Cassel, D., i, 163 


Cassianus, i, 460 
Causality, i, 3255 ii, 74 
Cause and ejffect, principle of the 
equivalence of, i, 282-283 
Causes, i, 265-265, 295, 456 
Celestial bodies — whether they have 
souls, i, 154, 363-366, 417-418 
Celsus — the ineffability of God, ii, 
II 3 ) 114 
Chaeremon, i, 8 

Champions of the mind, i, 84-85, i68- 
169 

Chaldeans, i, 162, 329$ ii, 78 
Champions of the senses, i, 84-85, 
169-171 

Charles, R. H., i, 14, 71, 95 
Chemiss, H., i, 264 
Cherubim, i, 236 ) 

Christianity, i, 56, 63, 71, 85, 156- 
16 1, 194-198, 2945 II, 62-67, 92, 
151-158, 307-309) 312 - 3 ^ 1 ) 429- 
434, 439-441, 443-444) 445, 44^, 
457, 458. See also Index of Refer- 
ences and. under the names listed 
there 

Chrysippus, i, 93, 133, 145, 398 - 399 , 

406, 45^)11)55 

Cicero — and Latin philosophy, ii, 
442} government, ii, 383; divina- 
tion, ii, 1 5. See also Index of Refer 
ences 

Cioffari, V., ii, 422 
Citium in Cyprus, i, 3 
Citizen, ii, 353-355 
Claudius, i, 825 ii, 399 
Cleanthes, i, 93, 100, iii, 13a, 4075 
ii, 76, 80 

Clement of Alexandria — on Philo, i, 
99 J origin of Greek philosophy, i, 
160-1615 philosophy as handmaid 
of Scripture, i, 1565 unlikeness 
and incorporeality of God, i, 151- 
1525 ineffability and indefinability 
of God, i, 1 1 3, 1545 the prayer of 
Moses, ii, 1555 the Mosaic Law, ii. 
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307-3085 the Mosaic form of gov- 
ernment, ii, 431. See also Index of 
References 

Clitomachus of Carthage, i, 3 
Cohn, J., i, 3645 ii, 136, 203 
Cohn, L., i, 87, 90, 96, 247, 306, 4065 
ii, 57, 144, 200, 221, 255, 415 
Colson, F. H., i, 119, 129, 142, 146, 
154, 168, 173, 176, 179, 226, 235, 
237, 260, 278, 315, 317, 319, 328, 
391, 4065 ii, 16, 57, 75> 87, 

138, 140, 142, 219, 221, 228, 244, 
*59? 337 j 339) 3^0) 380, 391, 

410, 415 

Commandments, and virtues, ii, 200- 
267. See also Mosaic Law 
Compassion, ii, 269, 270 
Concord, virtue of, ii, 219 
Confession, ii, 256 

Contentment, virtue of, ii, 236, 237 
Continence, virtue of, ii, 235-237 
Conybeare, F. C., i, 44, 68, 80 
Cook, A. B., i, 5 1 
Cornford, F. M., i, 435 
Council of elders, ii, 348-352 
Courage, ii, 218, 222 
Court of the Hasmoneans, ii, 346 
Creation — general discussion, i, 292- 
3245 Plato, i, i8o, 295, 304-'305 5 
Stoics, i, 295, 299-300, 3235 

Aristeas, i, 3035 II Maccabees, i, 
3035 Wisdom of Solomon, i, 19, 
302-3035 Philo; whether the pre- 
existent matter was itself created or 
not, i, 180, 300-3095 interpretation 
of the six days of creation in Genesis, 
h 35) 117-12O) 149) 159) 311-31^5 
things created on the first day, i, 
120, 306-3105 things created on the 
sixth day, i, 1195 the two accounts 
of the creation of heaven and earth, 
i, 1205 the two accounts of the 
creation of man, i, 310 5 the two ac- 
counts of the creation of animals 
and flying things, i, 2065 meaning 


of ‘‘In the beginning,” i, 215-217, 
3205 creation an act of will, design, 
and goodness, i, 244, 3155 God 
creator with no counsellor to help 
Him, i, 244 5 creation of all things, 
except irrational soul and body of 
man, a direct act by God without co- 
workers, i, 269-2705 creation, prov- 
idence, miracles, and revelation, i, 
199-200, 297-299, 3545 creation 
in post-Philonic philosophy, i, 195- 
196) 3245 ii, 249-250 
Crescas — many worlds, i, 1975 celes- 
tial bodies having no souls, i, 418 
Critolaus, i, 93 
Croesus, ii, 291 
Cronus, i, 123 
Cudworth, R., i, 98 
Cumont, F., i, 8, 16 
Cynics, i, 93 
Cyrus, ii, 423 

Dahne, A. F., i, 99, 239, 285, 331, 
409} ii, 415 

David, i, 1625 ii, 13, 327, 328, 333, 
33S> 343. 417 
Davidson, S., i, 159 
Deane, W. J., i, 16, 1 7, 24 
Deborah, ii, 13 

Deeds, words, intentions, ii, 266-267 
Definition, ii, iio-iii, 162-163 
Deissmann, G. A., ii, 15, 113, 345 
Delitzsch, F., ii, 185 
Demigods, i, 28 
Demiurge, i, 102, 21 1 
Democracy, ii, 375~37^) 38$) 386- 
393) 426, 430 
Democritus, i, 93, 132 
Demons — identified with angels, i, 
3685 whether they exist, i, 3695 
invisible, i, 3705 whether they are 
incorporeal, i, 3705 their functions, 
h 37i*"37^> grood and evil, i, 383. 
See also Angels 
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Desire, ii, 230-235, 318 
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Philo, ii, 395-407 
Dicaearchus, ii, 383 
Diels, H., i, 17, i8 
Dieterich, A., i, 5 1 
Dieterici, F., i, 1625 ii, 62, 63, 65 
Dindorf, W., i, 25 
Dio Cassius, ii, 390 
Dio Chrysostom, ii, 113 
Diodorus Siculus, i, 14 1 
Diogenes Laertius. See Index of Refer- 
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Diogenes of Apollonia, i, 132, 388 
Diogenes of Babylonia, i, 93, 133, 313 
Diogenes of Sinope, i, 93 
Dionysus, i, 17, 28 
Dioscuri, i, 28 
Dirksen, A. H., ii, 253 
Divination — in Greek philosophy, i, 
14-16, 25, 47, 575 and scriptural 
prophecy, li, 145 as a proof of the 
existence of God, ii, 80-81 
Divine — as an epithet applied to 
human beings, i, 100, 1015 in the 
sense of imperishable, i, 365 
Divine birth, ii, 39 
Divine essence, i, 369, 401 
Divine intoxication, ii, 50 
Divine natures, i, 391 
Divine Spirit, ii, 24-36, 39, 55 
Divine world, i, 369, 401 
Dodd, C. H., ii, 190 
Double-faith theory, i, 152, 156 
Dreams, prophetic, ii, 55-59, 62, 81, 
82 

Drummond, J., i, 94, 95, 126, 146? 
224, 235, 239, 255, 285, 289, 301, 
3i3> 33i> 344 j 3^2, 3^4> 3^7> 375> 
378, 380, 388, 389, 39i> 39i> 409> 
425, 442, 4435 ii, 32, loi, 103, 
138, 4io> 4ii> 4i4> 415 
Du Mesnil du Buisson, [R.], i, 30 
Duncker, L., i, 338 
Dura-Europos, i, 30 


Duties, ii, 206-207, 3^9 
DyrojE, A., ii, 232 

Earth, i, 313 
Earth-born, ii, 9—10 
Earthlike, i, 387 
Ecstasy, ii, 26-27 
%ypt, ii» 420 

Egyptian — religion and philosophy, 
i, 5-8 , deities : Ammon, i, 7 j Isis, i, 
7, 15 j Serapis, i, 15, 835 animal 
worship, i, 8, 16, 3 1-3 2 j atheism, 
i, 30-31 ; deification of kings, i, 14, 
295 deification of the dead, i, 14, 
315 deification of the earth, i, 305 
deification of the Nile, i, 30 
Eleazar, son of Aaron, ii, 343 
Election, problems of. See Grace 
Element, the fifth, i, 154, 400 
Elements, the four, i, 260, 310, 400 
Eliezer of Metz, ii, 196 
Elijah, i, 403 

Elijah ben Solomon Abraham ha- 
Kohen — attribution of an Aristo- 
telian saying to the rabbis, ii, 253 
Elohim, i, 2245 ii, 136-137 
Emanation, i, 20 8, 283 
Emotions, i, 230-235, 269, 276-277, 
279, 288-290 

Empedocles, i, 93, 100, 108, 162 
Encyclical studies, i, 54, 81, 145-146, 
I49>i50> 151 ^ 

Enelow, H. G., ii, 238 
Engers, M., ii, 368 

Enoch, i, 126, 185-186, 40S} 182, 

257 

Enoch, Book of — immortality of the 
soul, i, 405-406 
Enos, i, 126} ii, 181, 182 
Epeus, i, 101 
Epicharmus, i, 93 
Epictetus, ii, 295 

Epicurus and Epicureans — in relation 
to Philo, i, 93, 108-110, 166, 314 J 
on popular religion, i, 1395 God, i. 
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28, 176, 177, 1955 ii, 1245 Epicurus 
and atheism, i, 166-167} atomism, 
i, 166, 314-3155 hedonism, i, 1665 
plurality of worlds, i, 1815 soulless- 
ness of celestial bodies, i, 366 
Epstein, A., i, 91, 306 
Epstein, B., i, 192 
Epstein, L. M*, i, 75 
Equality, i, 107, 3285 ii, 219, 383, 

387-393 

Erdmann, J, H., ii, 439 
Erman, A., i, 14, 31 
Eschatology, i, 395-413 5 30i-303> 

407-426 

Essenes, ii, a 3 6, 265, 374 
Eternal — as applied to God, i, 172, 
321-3225 as applied to the ideas, i, 
208, 3225 as applied to the powers, 
i, 222, 322 5 as applied to the Logos, 
i, 234-235, 322 
Eternal generation, i, 235, 322 
Eternity, i, 320-322 
Eternity of the world, i, 295-299 
Ether, i, 3^9-370> A-oo 
Ethics, i, 146-1475 ii, 165-321 
Ethiopians, ii, 420 
Eucken, R., i, 265 
Eupathy, ii, 2 7 5-2 7 6 
Euripides, i, 94, 172 
Eusebius — on Philo, i, 995 II, 1585 
the origin of Greek philosophy, i, 
1615 conception of history, ii, 440. 
See also Index of References 
Evil — problem of evil, ii, 279-3035 
whether caused by God, i, 272-274, 
382} no preexistent idea of evil, i, 
213 

Evil yeser (or Impulse), i, 4525 ii, 
230-231, 270, 279, 288-290 
Ezekiel, i, 1365 ii, 13. See also Index 
of References 

Ezra, ii, 346. See also Index of Refer- 
ences 


Faith, ii, 215-218 

Faith and Reason, i, 143-154, 156 

Fate, i, 329-330, 35*, +56 i «, 4*3 

Fear, ii, 231, 270 

Fear of God, ii, 287, 296, 319, 320 

Fellowship, virtue of, ii, 219 

Ferguson, W. S., i, 29 

Feuchtwang, D., i, 70 

Fifth element, i, 154, 400 

Finkel, J., i, 355, 359 

Finkelstein, L., i, 92, 224 

Flaccus, ii, 402 

Forethought, ii, 224 

Fortune, i, 3305 ii, 420-423 

Frank, E., i, 23, 313 

Frankel, Z., ii, 346, 410 

Freedom, i, 76 

Free will — general discussion, i, 424- 
462 5 and voluntary action in Greek 
philosophy, ii, 233-2355 theory un- 
derlying it, i„43i-432i> 456-4585 
452-4535 and divine grace, i, 48, 
445-4555 and union with God, i, 
515 and miracles, i, 455 5 and God^s 
foreknowledge, i, 455-4565 in post- 
Philonic philosophy, i, 4615 ii, 453, 
459 

Frenzy, ii, 14, 20 

Freudenthal, J., i, 91, 94? 96} ii, 159> 
24$, 285 

Friedlander, M., i, 70, 71, 84 
Friedmann, M., i, 183 
Friends of the soul, ii, 97 
Frugality, virtue of, ii, 236 
Furies, i, 381 

Gabriel, ii, 64 
Gad, the prophet, ii, xz 
Gamaliel, ii, 53 
Ganymede, ii, 291 
Gardner, A. H., i, 8 
Gardner, P., ii, 15, 252, 360 
Gebhardt, C., i, 421 
Geffcken, J., i, 132, 172$ ii, 113 
Geiger, F., ii, 39i> 4^^! 


Fabricius, J. A., i, 148, 248 
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Gellius, iy 2 s 

Gersonides, on antemundane matter, i, 
302 

Geyer, B., ii, 439 

Gfrorer, A., i, 69, 126, 190, 285, 331, 
344> 3S0} ii, 41, 52, 54, 91, 415 
Gideon, ii, 56, 381 
Gilson, E., ii, 439, 445 
Ginzberg, L., i, 33, 55, 123, 133, i8i, 
183, 185, 349, 387, 403, 451, 452s 
ii, 71, 184, 250, 326, 329, 337, 351, 
370 ^ 

Glory, i, 97, 219, 2205 iij 135 I43““i47 
God — in Greek philosophy, i, 175- 
180, 195, 296-297 j deniers of God 
among Greek philosophers, i, 165- 
171 j knowledge of the essence of 
God and knowledge of the existence 
of God, ii, 73 j indirect and direct 
knowledge of the existence of God, 
i, 47, 485 ii, 83-925 proofs of the 
existence of God, ii, 73-935 unity, 
simplicity, unlikeness, incorpo-real- 
ity and self-sufficiency of God, 
i, i 7 i-i 73> 1955 94“ioi> 107- 

108, 149-150, 151-153, 160-162, 
448-449, 4585 unnamability and 
unknowability of God, ii, 110-126, 
i53’"I57j 4495 predicates 

or attributes of God, ii, 126-138, 
150-15 1, 1575 names and titles of 
God, i, 12, 19, 38-40, 102, 173, 
188, 2 10-21 1, 220, 224-2255 ii, 
121-122, 127, 136-1375 God and 
the ideas, i, 200-2045 God and the 
Logos, i, 247-252, 336“337> 340j 
3435 ii, 45 God and the powers, i, 
220-221, 3455 God as the creator 
of the world, i, 269-270, 295-312, 
315-3165 activity as a property of 
God, i, 2215 ii, 1335 acts after the 
analogy of intelligent human be- 
ings, i, 271-2725 acts or creates 
both directly and indirectly, i, 269- 
274, 282, 376, 3825 administers all 
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things, i, 3405 all things possible to 
Him, i, 271, 349-3505 cause, i> 
211, 297, 3435 efficient cause, i, 
2995 moving cause, ii, 755 like a 
charioteer. He guides all things, i, 
355 i seated in the ch^tiot and giv- 
ing directions to the charioteer, i, 
3455 and evil, i, 213, 273-274, 
3835 eternal, i, 172, 321-3225 
Father, i, 2115 Father of all things 
intelligible and sensible, i, 3215 su- 
preme Father of gods and men, i, 
385 Father of the Logos, i, 2595 
Father of the powers, i, 220 5 Father 
of Wisdom, i, 2565 Father of the 
universe, i, 2595 h 348-349> 
428-430 5 good, but not the Platonic 
idea of the good, i, 201-204, 2255 
governs the processes of reason and 
sensation, ii, 4-5 5 the sole harmon- 
izer, i, 341 5 Hierophant, i, 43 5 holds 
the world in perpetual existence, i, 
3405 husband of Wisdom, i, 505 
God and justice, i, 605 ii, 287, 2945 
and the laws of nature, i, 328-329, 

337> 34 -h 343> 345> 347-348, 357" 
359, 428-4295 ii, 451-4525 and 
matter, i, 274, 280-2825 the mind 
of the universe, i, 38-415 the most 
generic, i, 251-2525 ii, 109-1105 
not anthropomorphic, i, 1165 ii, 
975 God and place, i, 247-2515 
Prime Leader, i, 341 5 prior to place 
and Logos, i, 2475 punishes both 
directly and indirectly, i, 282, 3825 
does not repent, i, 59-605 ruler, i, 
3405 ii, 3815 self-sufficient, i, 172, 
203, 2495 incorporeal space of the 
incorporeal ideas, i, 2515 the soul 
of the universe, i, 345-3475 source 
of all knowledge, i, 143, 2025 
source of virtue and happiness, i, 
5 o 5 ii, 197-1995 steersman, i, 340 5 
union with man, i, 51 5 unnamable, 
ineffable, incomprehensible, ii, 111 j 
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vision of God, ii, 83-85, 90-92, 
1495 voice of God, ii, 38-395 with- 
out quality, ii, 1 01-107 
God-born, ii, 9-10, 39 
God-fearers, ii, 372-374 
Godliness, ii, 2 13-2 15 
Gods, other, i, 1 74-1 75 
Good, i, 18-19, 44^^‘"44^5 Ii) 165-166, 
288, 291, 302-303 

Goods, i, 223, 282, 3825 ii, 165-167, 
203, 297-303 

Good yeser-i ii, 230-231, 279, 288-290 
Goodenough, E., i, 45, 65, 98, 99, 165, 

168, 173, 179, 189, 221, 225, 237, 
^58, 333> 335j 338, 34ij 353 j 379j 
405, 406, 4565 ii, 16, 41, 158) 33ij 
339> 344> 390j 39^ 

Goodhart, H. L., i, 99 
Government, ii, 322-438 
Grace, divine, i, 48, 163, 445-4555 ii, 
302, 412 

Grace, virtue of, ii, 219 
Graetz, H., ii, 327 
Gray, G. B., ii, 144 
Greece, ii, 420 

Greek laws, i, 139, 1415 ii, 15, 168- 

169, 179-180, 187-189, 194 
Greek philosophers. See Index of Ref- 
erences ani und,er the names listed^ 
there 

Greek philosophy, i, 3-4, 23-25, 85- 
86, 138-139, 140-144, 145-146, 
160-1635 ii, 168, 284, 322-324 
Greek religion, i, 13-17, 27-29? 85- 
I 39 > 144 ) 173-175J 3305 ii) 1^8, 

284 

Greek terms in the Talmud, i, 92 

Gregoire, F., ii, 415 

Grief, ii, 231 

Grimm, L. W., i, 24 

Grossmann, C, G. L., i, 301 

Grote, G., i, 438 

Gruppe, O. F., ii, 115 

Guttmann, Julius, i, 185, 2855 ii, 295 

Gymnosophists, ii, 374 


Habit, i, 212, 361 
Hades, i, 42, 412 

Hagar, i, 81, 145-146, i 57 ) 379 ) 3805 

ii) 51 

Hagenbach, K. R., i, 4605 ii, 317, 432 
Hannah, i, 448 5 ii, 49 
Happiness — and scriptural “bless- 
ings,” ii, 290, 2975 how acquired, 
ii, 196-1995 God as its source, ii, 
198-199 

Harnack, A., i, 1 84 
Hart, J. H. A., i, 99 
Hasdrubal of Carthage, i, 3 
Hasmoneans, Court of the, ii, 346 
Hatch, E., ii, 240, 289 
Heath, T. [L.], i, 313 
Heaven — what made of, i, 154, 3135 
as the abode of angels, i, 3695 as the 
abode of immortal souls, i, 400- 
4045 in the sense of fire, i, 97, 3135 
in the sense of God, i, 31, 38 
Heaven-born, ii, 9-10 
Heavenly virtue, i, 212, 3745 ii, 202 
Hecataeus, i, 8 
Hedonism, i, 103, 166, 314 
Hegel, G. W, F., on the history of 
philosophy, ii, 440-441 
Heinemann, I., i, 90, 133, 168, 189, 
278, 328, ii, 223, 244, 248, 259, 
^ 74 ) ^ 95 ) 3 ^ 9 ) 333 ) 33^, 360, 39 i> 
401, 410 

Heinisch, P., i, 14, 16, 24, 30, 285, 
287 

Heinze, M., i, 239, 258, 285, 289, 
33I) 335 
Heinze, R., i, 42 
Hepding, H., ii, 115 
Heracles, i, 28 

Heraclitus — in relation to Philo, i, 
93, 1085 on allegory, i, 1325 on 
the worship of images, i, 17-18, 
1 1 6-1 1 7 5 on mysteries, i, 1 8 5 theory 
of opposites, i, 141, 334-3355 har- 
mony of the opposites, i, 142, 338- 
3395 God, i, 3385 the unknowabil- 
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ity of God, ii, ii6~ii7j Logos, ii, 
334 - 

Hermann, C. F., ii, i^S 
Hermes, i, 12, 367 

Hermes Trismegistus — alleged source 
of Philo’s unknowability of God, ii, 
114 

Herod, ii, 34^, 396 
Herodotus, 1, 6} ii, 136 
Heroes — demigods, i, aSj demons, i, 
368-3695 deification of, i, 28-29 
Hesiod, i, 17, 94, 131, 133, 138 
Hicks, R. D., i, 246 
Hierophant — applied to God and to 
various scriptural personages, £,43 
Higger, M., ii, 54, 373, 415 
High priest — general discussion, ii, 
337-3455 relation to king, ii, 342- 
344, 432-4345 his functions, ii, 
341-3425 hereditary in the family 
of Phinehas, ii, 339-3405 hiero- 
phant, i, 43 5 symbolizing the Logos, 
i, 259-2605 symbolism of his gar- 
ments, i, 260 
Hillel, ii, 53 
Hippocrates, i, 94 

Hippocrates, pseudo on law and 

nature, ii, 170-1 71 
Hippolytus, ij 338 
Hippon, i> 388 

Hirzel, R*, i, 1885 ii, 174, 181, 421 
Holiness — as a virtue, ii, 213, 2145 
in the sense of immateriality, £,281 
Holmes, i, 14, 24 
Holy, i, 280, 281, 333 
Holy Spirit, i, 287. also Divine 
Spirit 

Homer, i, 17, 38, 94> i3i> i33> i3^> 
179. See also Index of References 
Hope — in Plato and Philo, i, 187- 
1885 in the sense of the good, ii, 
166 

Horovitz, Jo i, 227 
Hughes, T. P., ii> 67 
Hutchinson, W. M. Lo iij 173 
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Humanity — as a virtue, ii, 2x8-222 
Human polity, ii, 394 
Hyman, Ao ii, 253 
Hypothetical-deductive method of text 
study, i, xo6 
Hyrcanus II, ii, 346 

lamblichus, i, 8 
Ibn al-Arabi, i, 323 
Ibn Ezra, Abraham. See Index of 
References 
Ibn Janah, ii, 289 
Ibn Khaldoun, ii, 63, 66, 67 
Ideas — general discussion, i, 200- 
2175 in Plato, see under Plato 5 in 
Semitic and Jewish tradition, i, 182- 
1845 ini Philo: scriptural verses for 
the belief in ideas, i, 18 1-182 5 three 
stages in the existence of ideas, i, 
289-290, 374-3755 

thoughts of God identical with His 
essence, i, 208-2105 second stage: 
incorporeal patterns created prior 
to the creation of the world, i, 200- 

201, 204-209, 305, 3085 not un- 
created, i, 172, 208, 2235 in what 
sense described as eternal, i, 208, 
3225 in what sense described as 
prior, i, 2155 term idea explicitly 
used only of this second stage in the 
sense of pattern, i, 226, 374, 3755 
ideas as powers and as causes, i, 
2 1 7-2 23,3265 enumeration of ideas, 
i, 21 1-2 13 5 the seven ideas created 
on the first day, i, 306-3085 why 
ideas created by God, i, 271-2725 
idea of the good not God, i, 201- 
2045 idea of the mind, i, 2x3-214, 
390, 4135 idea of the soul, i, 213- 
214, 390, 4135 idea of virtue, i, 

202, 3745 idea described as generic, 
i, 252, 292, 4135 ^ image, i, 2385 
term idea used in the sense of Logos, 
i, 203-204, 232, 235, 326-3275 
idea identified with scriptural glory, 
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i, 97, 219, 2205 ii, 143-1475 ideas 
as the scriptural Seraphim, i, 220- 
221, 340-3415 ideas not as simple 
as God, i, 203, not self-sufficient, 
i, 2035 not in place, i, 240 if. 5 
thlri stage : immanent in the world, 
i) 375 5 term idea used in the 
sense of a conception of the mind, 
i, 202-2035 term idea contrasted 
with genus and conception of the 
mind, 1, 4125 ideas in post-Philonic 
philosophy, i, 197-198, 294 
Idolatry, i, 15-17, 29, 29, n. 22, 171 
Ikhwan al-§afa’. — origin of Greek 
philosophy, i, 161-1625 prophecy 
and natural knowledge, ii, 625 
prophecy, ii, 66 

Image — Platonic and Philonic use of 
the term, i, 238-239, 390 
Images, painted, and the Mosaic law 
against making any likeness, i, 29, 
n. 22 

Imitatio Dei, i, 194-196 
Immortality of the soul, i, 395-413? 

415-416, 417? 421-4^3 5 ii> 453-55 
Impulse, i, 4515 ii, 170, 171, 177-178. 
See also YeSer 

Inspiration, divine, ii, 24-36 
Instrument — as applied to Logos and 
Wisdom, i, 261-2825 as applied by 
Aristotle to matter and form, i, 261- 
2645 as used by Philo in the sense 
of pattern, i, 264-266, 285 
Intellectual virtues and actions, ii, 
208-218 

Intelligible world — general discus- 
sion, i, 226-2405 origin of the ex- 
pression, i, 227-2285 double mean- 
ing of the term intelligible, i, 228- 
2305 relation to Logos and ideas, i, 
240, 2915 created on the first day, 
i, 306-3075 in what sense older 
than the world, i, 205, 214-2175 
meaning of the statement that it is 
not in some place, i, 240-242 5 


meaning of the statement that the 
Logos is its place, i, 242-247 5 why 
was it created, i, 271-2725 called 
son of God, i, 321 

Intention in religious acts, ii, 223-225 
Intermediaries — why ideas, powers, 
and Logos assumed to be necessary 
as intermediaries, i, 282-2855 why 
intermediaries are unnecessary in 
Philonic philosophy, i, 285-2875 
why they were created, i, 271-2745 
why angels as intermediaries were 
created, i, 375-376 
Interpreter, and prophet, ii, 40-43 
Intoxication, sober or divine, ii, 50 
Invisible sound, ii, 37, 83, 85 
Ion, i, 94 
Irenaeus, i, 158 
Iris, i, 367 

Isaiah, ii, 13. See also Index of Refer- 
ences 
Isis, i, 7 

Islam, i, 56, 156-162, 194-198, 323, 
32^4) 357-359) 418) 460-4615 ii, 
62-67, 92, 151-154) 157) 309) 444) 
445, 446. See also Index of Refer- 
ences and under the names listed 
there 

Isocrates, ii, 401 

Israel — as applied to the Jewish peo- 
ple, ii, 397, 401, n. 255 as symbol- 
izing “the race endowed with [the] 
vision [of God],” ii, 51-52, 84, 
91, 401, n. 255 as applied to Chris- 
tianity, ii, 432 

Isaac, i, 61, 379, 403, 4045 ii, 2S8. 
See also Patriarchs 


Jacob, i, 84, 372. 379> 3*o> 403J ii, 
II, 56, 58, 270. See also Patriarchs 
Jaeger, W., i, 3665 ii, 253 
Jamnia, ii, 366-368, 396 
Jehovah, i, 12, 2245 ii, 136-137 
Jellinek, A., i, i8i 
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Jerome: on Philo, i, 995 free will, i, 
4605 Souls of the celestial bodies, 

i,4i7 

Jer^salem, i, 715 ii, 241, 242, 345, 
395) 39^) 401 
Jesa, ii, z$i 
Jethro, i, 42 
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in Plato, i, 2305 in Aristotle, i, 230- 
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2^58) 356) 374*"375) first stage: the 
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essence, i, 229-231, 235-236, 244- 
245, 2915 why the term Logos is 
used for mind, i, 253-2545 second 
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miracles, i, 429-4305 as a preestab- 
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cation of miracles, i, 350, 3595 di- 
rectly by God or through an agent, 
i, 349, 3505 historicity of scriptural 
miracles, i, 126-127, 3495 allegori- 
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235 ii, 10, 54, 191-192, 199-2005 
written and oral, i, 188-1945 ii, 
3795 as Logos, i, 2585 ii, lo, 32, 
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able, ii, 378-3795 criteria for what 
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127-1 3 1 5 classification of its com- 
mandments, i, 128-1295 ii,, 200- 
208, 305, 312, 314, 323, 3245 as 
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ophers, ii, 3815 as natural law in 
the true sense of the term, ii, 189- 
1945 contrasted with Plato’s 
ii, 1 94-1 95, 379-3815 unlike all 
other known systems of law, ii, 306 5 
its commandments as philosophic 
virtues, i, 205 ii, 20o-202„ 208- 
266 5 the law as a mean between two 
extremes, ii, 273-2745 the inner 
and outer meaning of the Law, i, 
127, 2235 deeds, words, intention, 
ii, 266-2675 study and teaching, 
lis 259-2665 intention and joy, ii, 
223-2255 in post-Philonic Jewish 
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and Christian philosophy, ii, 306- 
321 

Certain special Mosaic laws — 
Not to add to the Law nor to dimin- 
ish from it, ii, 273 5 not to take the^ 
name of the Lord in vain, ii, 1225 
not to name the name of the Lord, 
ii, 12 1 } not to make the likeness of 
anything, i, 29, n. 225 the case of 
the blasphemer, ii, 40 j not to men- 
tion the name of other gods, i, 174- 
1755 not to revile gods or to curse 
a god, i, 175; li, 122-123, 368- 
369 j not to practice witchcraft, ii, 
575 centralization of sacrificial wor- 
ship, ii, 395-3965 sanctity of the 
Temple, i, 1275 the lighting of the 
lamp by Aaron and his sons, ii, 344- 
3455 the general body of laws re- 
garding priests, ii, 3555 high priest 
not to defile himself for his father 
or mother, ij 25 9 5 high priest’s ves- 
ture, i, 2605 priest not to drink 
wine, i, 1305 a priest’s neighbor or 
servant not to eat of holy things, 
ii, 3655 leprosy, i, 130, 137-1385 
unclean not to become clean until 
sunset, i, 129-1305 circumcision, i, 
1275 dietary laws, i, 73-745 ii> 
2735 intermarriage, i, 73’-74> 755 
bastardy, ii, 355 5 the law of retalia- 
tion, i, 1365 the unintentional man- 
slayer, i, 1305 cities of refuge, i, 
258-2595 to return lost property, ii, 

361- 3625 not to lend money on 
interest, ii, 363-3645 to return a 
pledge before sunset, i, 1295 to re- 
lease debts on the seventh year, ii, 

362- 3635 the case of the daughters 
of Zelophehad, ii, 40 5 the stubborn 
and rebellious son, i, 150-1515 the 
Hebrew slave, ii, 355> 360-361 , not 
to wrong a proselyte, ii, 3695 not 
to abhor an Egyptian, ii, 368, 4055 
Ammonite and Moabite not to en- 
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ter into the congregation of the 
Lord, i, 84, 1705 festivals, i, 41, 
1275 Sabbath, i, 41, 127, 265-2665 
the case of the Sabbath breaker, ii, 
405 Day of Atonement, i, 775 Pass- 
over, ii, 2765 the second Passover, 
ii, 405 unleavened bread, i, 525 the 
year of Jubilee, i, 1305 exemption 
of certain persons from war, i, 1305 
a king to be chosen from among 
“thy brethren,” ii, 3595 a king not 
to multiply horses, i, 130 
Mosaic state — Philo’s analysis of it: 
(a) king, ii, 325-3375 (W high 
priest, ii, 337-3455 (c) judges and 
officers, ii, 345-3485 (d) council 
of elders, ii, 348-3555 (e) the peo- 
ple: native-born, ii, 352-3555 pros- 
elytes, ii, 355-3645 (f) aliens, ii, 
364-3655 resident aliens, ii, 365- 
3695 spiritual proselytes, ii, 369- 
3745 Philo’s description of it as the 
ideal state, ii, 374-3945 combining 
best features of monarchy, aristoc- 
racy and democracy, ii, 382-3945 
described as: holy polity, god-loving 
polity, best polity, irreproachable 
polity, ecclesia or congregation of 
the Lord 5 divine ecclesia or congre- 
gation, holy ecclesia or congrega- 
tion, ii, 294-2955 in post-Philonic 
philosophy, ii, 428-438 
Mosheim, J. L., i, 98 
Moses, i, 42, 43, 47, 50, 60, 151, 314, 
450, 452, 454> 4555 9) *2, 

16-20, 33, 35, 45> 84» 189, 270, 
271, 274, 335> 35O) 403-404) 407- 
See also Prayer of Moses 
Moulton, J. H., ii, 351 
Mount Sinai, revelation on, ii, 38-40 
Mudarij al-Nabuwah, ii, 64 
Muhammad Ali, i, 323, 460 
Muhammad al-Baqir, i, 323 
Muhammad al-BirkawI, ii, 65 
Mullach, F, W. A., ii, 125, 237 
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duller, J. G., i, 321 
Vluller, M. J., i, 157, 159, 324 
Munk, S., i, 162 

Mutazilites — free will and God’s 
foreknowledge, i, 461 
Mysteries — denounced by Heraclitus, 
i, 183 use of term in Greek philos- 
ophy, i, 24-25, 545 in the Wisdom 
of Solomon, i, 15-17, 24-263 in 
III Maccabees, i, 1 7 5 denounced by 
Philo, i, 36-385 language of mys- 
teries used by Philo, i, 43 5 alleged 
influence of mysteries upon Alex- 
andrian Judaism and Philo, i, 44- 
465 meaning of Philo’s comparison 
of the covenant between God and 
Israel with initiation into mysteries, 

i, 43, 46-51 5 meaning of lesser and 
greater mysteries as used by Philo, i, 
43, 47-485 why silence is imposed 
upon those initiated in the mysteries 
of Judaism, i, 51-555 mysteries in 
the sense of the allegorical interpre- 
tation of Scripture, i, 483 use of 
metaphors of sex and marriage in 
mysteries, i, 50-51 

Mythology — Xenophanes on, i, 185 
allegorically interpreted in Greek 
philosophy, i, 131-1335 Greek phi- 
losophy not affected by it, i, 143- 
1445 Aristeas on, i, 145 Sibylline 
Oracles III on, i, 145 denounced 
by Philo, i, 32-345 contrasted with 
Scripture, i, 34-365 without inner 
meaning and not to be interpreted 
allegorically, i, 35, 36, 125, 1335 
Philo’s use of mythological allu- 
sions, i, 38, 4I“43 

Nation — as used by Philo with ref- 
erence to the Jews, ii, 400-402 
Natural law — in Greek philosophy, 

ii, 170-180, 303-3045 examples of 
it in Greek philosophy, ii, 1 74-1 75, 
1865 ill Philo, ii, 180-1875 enu- 


meration of natural laws, ii, 185- 
1865 its identification with the Mo- 
saic Law, i, 189-194, 307-309, 
3115 natural law and the Noachian 
laws, ii, 183-1875 Maimonides 
on natural law, ii, 310-3115 St. 
Thomas on natural law, ii, 312-3 14 
Nature, i, 341, 3615 ii, 196-197. See 
also Laws of Nature, Natural Laws 
Nebuchadnezzar, ii, 57 
Nemesis, i, 367 

Neumark, D., i, 92, 165, i8i, 184, 
186, 301, 303 
New birth, ii, 39 

New Testament, on prophecy, i, 63, 
64. See also Index of References 
Nilsson, M. P., ii, 1 14 
Nisard, M., ii, 220 
Noachian laws, and Philo’s natural 
laws, ii, 183-187, 374 
Noah, i, 126, 451, 4525 ii, 12, 182, 

Nobility, ii, 221 

Nock, A. D., i, 15, 40, 98, 159, 300, 
371, 405, 4495 158 

Norden, E., ii, 115, 253 
Numenius, ii, 113 

Ocellus, i, 93 
Ochlocracy, ii, 388 
Omnia animata, i, 42 1 
Onkelos, ii, 121 
Opportunity, i, 28, 330 
Oral Law — in Alexandrian Judaism, 
h 5^> ^55 and allegory, i, 133-1355 
and Philo’s unwritten law, i, 188- 
1945 ii, 1 8 1. See also Unwritten 
Law 

Origcn — incorporeality of God, ii, 
1515 whether God to Plato is in- 
effable and unnamable, ii, 1135 in- 
comprehensibility of God, ii, 1545 
application of term image to ideas, 
i, 2395 antemundane creation of 
angels, i, 418-4195 successive crea- 
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tions and destructions of worlds, i, 
3235 plurality of worlds, i, 1965 
miracles, i, 3535 Hexapla, i, 905 
Mosaic Law as natural law, ii, 308- 
309} allegory, i, 134, 159. See 
also Index of References 
Otto, W., i, 8 

Pain, ii, 231 

Palingenesis, i, 405, 406 
Palestine, and Alexandrian Judaism, i, 
4--5> 56) 6o-6i, 63, 65, 91, 95-9^5 
ii, 24M4aj 395> 39^j 397> 40i- 
402, 407-409 
Panaetius, i, 93 
Paraclete, ii, 4 12-4 13 
Parmenides, i, 93, loo, 10 1, io8 
Parthians, ii, 420 
Patch, H. R., ii, 422 
Patriarchs, i, 42, 47, 50, 451, 4525 ii, 
182, 183 

Paul, i, 70, 460-461 5 ii, 307 
Pearson, A. F. S., ii, 431 
Pease, A. S., ii, 47> 55) 57 
Pentateuch — its subdivisions, i, 117- 
120} why it begins with the story 
of creation, ii, 192-193, 209-210} 
purpose of its historical parts, ii, 
193. See also Mosaic Law, Scrip- 
ture 

Peripatetics — in relation to Philo, i, 
935 divination, ii, 57} virtue, ii, 
268} the goods, ii, 203} emotions, 
,ii, 269 

Perles, J., i, 91 
Persians, i, 162} ii, 420 
Petrus Canaeus, ii, 431 
Petrus Damiani, i, 157 
Pfeiffer, R. H., i, 88 } ii, 52 
Pharaoh, ii, 56, 59 
Pharisees, i, 56, 61, 63, 65} ii, 71 
Philanthropy. See Humanity 
Philo — his pilgrimage to Jerusalem 
and the Temple, ii, 242, 396} his 
criticism of a practice at the Tem- 
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pie in Jerusalem, ii, 344-345} clas- 
sification of his writings, i, 87-88} 
ii, 144 n.} his knowledge of 
Hebrew, i, 88-90} his etymologies 
of Hebrew proper names, i, 89-905 
evidence of his use of the Hebrew 
text of the Bible, i, 89, 190, n. 159, 
256-258, 267-2695 336} ii, 144- 
147 5 his relation to Palestinian oral 
traditions, i, 90-935 his method of 
Biblical exposition, i, 95-96} ii, 
145 5 his use of the parable, i, 242- 
243} his Greek sources, i, 93-945 
his method of philosophical exposi- 
tion, i, 96-975 whether he was 
known to pagan Greek philosophers, 
ii, 158} current opinions about his 
philosophy, i, 44-45, 97-1005 ii, 
439-440, 4415 revaluation of his 
philosophy, i, 45-46, 86, 107-1155 
ii) 457) 459“4^o 
Philolaus, i, 93, 313 
Philosophy — as handmaid of Scrip- 
ture, i, 140, 143-1575 conventional 
conception of its history, ii, 439- 
4415 how its history should be 
studied, ii, 442-4605 hypothetico- 
deductive method of the study of 
philosophic texts, i, 406-407. See 
also Alexandrian Jews and Judaism} 
Egyptian} Greek philosophy 
Phinehas, ii, 339, 340 
Piety, ii, 213-215, 221 
Pindar, i, 94 
Pious gentiles, ii, 373 
Pity, ii, 269, 270 
Place, i, 248-249, 309, 317-3*9 
Planets, i, 3i3> 314^ Stars 

Plants, i, 361, 386 

Plato — in relation to Philo, i, 93, 
100, 112-1135 and Moses, i, 160, 
161} earliest Greek gods, i, 145 
mythology, i, 33 5 allegory, i, 1325 
popular religion, i, 1395 ii, 323- 
3245 God, i, 18, 180, 300, 321, 325, 
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3485 ii, 136, 449$ existence of God, 
ii, 74, 76, 925 knowability of God, 
ii, 73, m-113, 117-118, 4495 
imitation of God, ii, 1955 ideas, i, 
50, 200-201, 204, 208, 210, 213, 
217, 240-241, 307, 4125 ii, 81 5 
image, i, 2385 knowledge, ii, 7-8, 

10, 855 the four frenzies, ii, 10, 14, 
20, 23, 25, 41-425 laws of nature, 
i, 325, 428, 4295 ii, 4505 creation, 
i, 180, 295, 304-305) 315“3 i 65 
unity of world, i, 3135 void, i, 
304-305, 3125 ether, i, 3705 mat- 
ter, i, 300, 3095 space, i, 309, 3175 
time, i, 319-3205 eternity, i, 320- 
3215 irrational and rational soul, i, 

383-384) 385) 387) 389) 390-39^) 

3965 logos, i, 2305 good and bad 
soul, i, 3845 universal soul 5 i, 205, 
214, 326, 339, 39O) 3915 immor- 
tality, i, 396, 399, 402, 406, 4075 

11, 4545 reincarnation, i, 407, 4085 
lower animals, i, 3855 plants, i, 
3865 demons, i, 368, 374-377) 3835 
formulation of ethical problem, i, 
155-1665 happiness, ii, 165, 1965 
goods, ii, 203, 297-2985 contem- 
plative and practical life, ii, 2625 
free will, ii, 430-4355 problem of 
evil, ii, 280-2815 virtue for its own 
sake, ii, 285-2865 law, ii, 15, 169, 
202, 3765 natural law, ii, 171-1725 
political theory, ii, 167-168, 323- 

324, 3^9-330) 375) 37^-377) 383) 
391. See also Index of References 
Pleasure, i, 1665 ii, 231, 4c^ 

Plotinus — God without will and de- 
sign, i, 2835 the equivalence of 
cause and effect, i, 282-283 5 eternal 
generation, i, 3225 emanation 
through intermediaries, i, 2835 in- 
effability of God, ii, 160. See also 
Index of References 
Plutarch — on Egyptian philosophy, 
i, 6-85 on Egyptian animal wor- 


ship, i, 32. See also Index of Refer- 
ences 

Polemo, ii, 1 72-1 73 
Political theory, ii, 322-438 
Polybius, ii, 383, 420-425. See also 
Index of References 
Polytheism, i, 14, 27, 32, 171 
Posidonius, i, 3, 945 ii, 299 
Powers — in the stoics, i, 276-277, 
3265 in Philo: general discussion, i, 
217-226, 261-282, 326-328, 343- 
3455 three stages of the existence of 
the powers, i, 239-240, 374“375) 
•first stage: as an eternal property of 
God identical with His essence, i, 
221-223, 2265 ii, 1385 second 
stage: as incorporeal beings created 
by God prior to the creation of the 
world, i, 220-221, 223, 2265 ii, 
1395 thiri stage: as immanent in 
the world, i, 240, 275-280, 343- 
345 5 classification of powers, i, 224- 
2265 described by, or identified 
with, the following: after God, i, 
2205 angels, i, 3735 around God, 
i, 2205 attending upon Grod, i, 220, 
2215 authority, i, 2245 beneficent, i, 
2245 bodyguards, i, 220, 221 5 bonds 
of the universe, i, 343-3445 com- 
mand, i, 2245 co-workers of God 
in the creation of man’s body and 
irrational soul, i, 269-270, 272- 
2745 created, by implication, i, 2205 
creative, i, 2245 eternal, i, 221-222, 
321-3225 extend through the uni- 
verse, i, 3445 glory, i, 218-2205 ii, 
143-1475 God as their Father, i, 
2205 God as touching things by 
them, i, 274-2805 goodness, i, 2245 
governing, i, 2245 gracious, i, 2245 
harmonizing the opposites, i, 344- 
3455 ideas regarded as causes, i, 
217, 226, 274-275, 290-2915 in- 
corporeal, even the immanent, i, 
274-2805 infinite, i, 2235 instru- 
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ments, i, 2695 knowable or un- 
knowable, ii, 138-1495 legislative, 
i, 224 5 Logos filled by God with in- 
corporeal powers, i, 2345 Logos the 
charioteer of the powers, i, 3455 
Logos the totality of the powers, i, 
3455 measures, i, 225-2265 not in- 
dependent of God, i, 3555 on either 
side of God, i, 2205 prohibition, i, 
2245 propitious, i, 2245 punitive, i, 
2245 regal, i, 2245 rules, i, 225- 
2265 sovereignty, i, 2245 standards, 
i, 225-2265 uncircumscribed, i, 
2235 uncreated, by implication, i, 
2225 unknowable or knowable, ii, 
138-149 

Prayer — as a virtue, i, 237-2525 
Greek terms for it, ii, 2395 Philo’s 
terms for it, ii, 237, 239-2415 
Philo’s scriptural source for it, ii, 
238-2395 prayer and sacrifices, ii, 
241-2485 whether in silence or in 
a whisper or in an audible voice or 
in a loud voice, ii, 248-252 
Prayer of Moses, i, 182, 2185 ii, 13, 
84, 139-148, 156-1575 163-164 
Predicables, ii, 130 
Predicates, divine, ii, 94-164 
Preexistence — in Jewish and general 
Semitic tradition, i, 182-1845 the 
preexistence of wisdom, i, 20-23 
Preller, L., i, 38 
Pre-Socratic philosophers, i, 181 
Priest, as prophet, ii, 14, 18, 342. See 
also High Priest 
Prime Mover, i, 296, 297 
Proclus, i, 248 
Prodicus, i, 93 

Properties, divine, ii, 127-138, 157, 
I 60-1 6 I 

Property, meaning of, in Aristotle, ii, 
131-132 

Prophecy and prophet — general dis- 
cussion, ii, 3-725 Greek and scrip- 
tural prophecy, ii, 14-16, 20-215 


prophet and interpreter, ii, 40- 
43 5 fourfold function of scriptural 
prophecy, ii, 11-14, 16, 20-22, 605 
substitution for Plato’s philosophic 
frenzy or recollection, ii, 10-11, 22, 
605 three types of scriptural proph- 
ecy, ii, 22-24, 55-56, 60-61: 

(i) through the divine spirit, ii, 
24-33, 465 (2) by the divine voice, 
ii, 36-395 465 (3) through angels, 
ii, 43-45, 465 differences between 
these three types of prophecy, ii, 
45-545 the three groups of Mosaic 
prophecies, ii, 24, 33-405 qualifica- 
tions for prophecy, ii, 32-33, 46- 
545 the element of divine grace in 
it, ii, 49-50, 6x5 whether Jewish 
descent is required, ii, 47, 50-52, 
615 the psychology of prophecy, ii, 
27-30, 32-33, 395 described as un- 
mixed knowledge, ii, 285 as wis- 
dom, ii, 32 5 not to be boastful about 
it, i, 52 5 meaning of the cessation of 
prophecy, ii, 52-545 prophecy in 
post-Philonic philosophy, ii, 63-68 
Proselytes — general discussion, ii, 
355-3645 369-3745 other refer- 
ences, i, 34, 179-1805 ii, 417 
Protagoras — in relation to Philo, i, 
93) 1085 philosophy as a mystery, i, 
24, 545 Philo’s versions of his 
formula of man as measure, i, 168- 
1715 ii, 45 his formula symbolized 
by Cain, i, 153-154, and by the 
Ammonites and Moabites, i, 1705 
Philo’s counter formula, i, 226 
Providence — in Greek philosophy, i, 
4345 ii, 2S3-2845 Stoic argument 
for it, i, 297-2985 providence, 
fortune, fate, ii, 421-4245 universal 
and individual, ii, 293, 450-4515 
in Philo and post-Philonic philos- 
ophy, i, 180, 195, 1995 ii) 292-2945 
providence, creation, miracles, i, 
297-2995 providence and free wiU, 
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i, 43 1-432 j providence and the rise 
and fall of nations^ ii, 420-425 
Prudence, i, 147} ii, 211-212, 214, 
218 

Psalms of Solomon, i, 409. See also 
Index of References 
Ptolemy II (Philadelphus) , i, 27, 29, 
162 

Punishment — justification of punish- 
ment, i, 432-4365 as a preventive 
and corrective of sin, i, 382-3835 
directly by God and through inter- 
mediaries, i, 223, 2825 as the tor- 
tures of conscience, i, 42, 4925 in 
the hereafter, i, 42-43, 412-413 
Pythagoreans, i, 93, 100, 107-108, 
3285 ii, 391 

Quality — its meaning in Greek phi- 
losophy, ii, 101-1025 its use by 
Philo, ii, 102-1045 ‘‘without qual- 
ity,” 101-107 
Quatremere, M., ii, 63 

Radin, M., ii, 398 

Rashi, i, 351, ii, 16, 59, 227, 366 

Rational, i, 365 

Reason — dependent upon sensation 
and independent of it, ii, 3-7 5 rea- 
son and philosophic frenzy, ii, 205 
reason and divination, ii, 20, 255 
reason and prophecy through the 
divine spirit, ii, 25-305 faith and 
reason, i, 143-154, 156 
Recollection — as used by Philo, ii, 
8-9 

Rehoboam, ii, 349 
Redpath, H. A., ii, 240, 289 
Reid,J. S., ii, 1735 ^3^ 

Reinach, S., i, 80 
Reinach, Th., i, 456 5 ii, 404 
Reizenstein, R., ii, 115, 219 
Religion and the state, ii, 323-324 
Repentance — general discussion ii, 
352-3595 in Greek philosophy, ii, 


35^“353 5 its importance for all 
men, i, 465 the preexistent idea of 
repentance, i, 185-186, 2125 created 
with Adam or Enoch, i, 1855 con- 
dition in the coming about of the 
Messianic age, ii, 411-4125 the 
penitent and the perfectly righteous, 
ii, 258-259 

Responsibility, moral, i, 432-441 
Resurrection, i, 65, 354, 39^*“3973 404> 
406, 409 

Retribution, i, 408-4105 ii, 279-297 
Revelation — in popular Greek reli- 
gion, i, 235 ii, 15, 1915 in Judaism 
and Philo, i, 20-23, 3^5 83, 184, 
186-1875 revelation and philos- 
ophy, i, 143, 1545 source of moral- 
ity, i, 48 5 ii, 45 5 5 creation, miracles, 
revelation, ii, 199-2005 in post- 
Philonic philosophy, i, 158, 163, 
187, 196, 1995 ii, 44<5 
Reward of virtue, ii, 279-303 
Rewards, future, ii, 301-3035 320- 
321 

Rhodes, i, 3 

Ritter, B., i, 129, 188, 190, 192, 4405 
3 ^ 7 ) 329 
Ritter, H., i, 202 
Roberts, C., i, 15, 40 
Robin, L., i, 227, 399 
Rodwell, J. M., ii, 64 
Roman Empire and Rome, i, 1635 ii, 
419, 4^3-4^4> 43 9> 442 
Rose, H. J., i, 116 
Rosin, D., i, 1 1 8 
Ross, W. D., i, 262 
Rossi, Azariah dei, i, 91, 1005 ii, X14 
Rubensohn, O., i, 40 
Ryle, H. E., i, 88, 89, 118 

Saadia — allegory, i, 159-1605 un- 
likeness and incorporeality of God, 
ii, 1525 plurality of worlds i, 1965 
whether celestial bodies have souls, 
i, 4185 prophecy and knowledge, ii, 
62-63. See also Index of References 
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Sabazios, i, 51 

Sabbath, i, 67, 79-80, 95-965 ii, 265- 
266, 341, 358 

Sacrifices and prayer, ii, 24-248 
Sadducees, i, 59 
Sallustius, i, 300 
Samuel, i, 90, 1265 ii, 11, 325 
Sarah, i, 81, 145-146, 1575 ii, 44 
Sanhedrin, ii, 349-352 
Saul, ii, 327 
Satan, i, 384, 385 
Scala, R. v., ii, 420, 42 1 
Scepticism, i, 109, 152-154 
Sceptics, i, 93, 109, 165, 195, 248 
Schechter, S., i, 451, 4555 ii, 184, 195, 
225> ^89 

Schmekel, A., i, zoo 
Schneidewin, F. G., i, 338 
Scholasticism, ii, 240, 258 
Scipio, ii, 424 
Scott, R., i, 495 ii, 41 
Scott, W., ii, 1 14 

Schurer, E., i, 12, 40, 80, 87, 95, 96, 
99, 186, 190, 1945 ii, 351 
Scribes, i, 6i 

Scripture — its threefold division, i, 
1x75 whole of it divinely inspired, 

i, 140 5 its twofold meaning, i, 1 15 5 
why it must be interpreted allego- 
rically, i, 59-62 5 why it uses anthro- 
pomorphisms, i, 1165 ii, 1295 to 
what extent it is to be taken liter- 
ally, i, 116-1315 literal meaning 
of its stories not to be denied, i, 61- 
62. See also Mosaic Law, Penta- 
teuch 

Second birth, i, 4055 ii, 39 
Secrets of Enoch, Book of — sacrifices, 

ii, 243. See also Index of Refer- 
ences 

Sell, E., i, 460 5 ii, 64, 65 
Semi-proselytes, ii, 369 
Seneca — unknowability of God, ii, 
II 3. See also Index of References 
Sensation, ii, 3-5, 7 
Septuagint, i, 4, 88, 945 ib 54 
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Seraphim, i, 220-221, 340-341 
Serapis, i, 15, 83 

Seven wise men of Greece, the, ii, 374 
Sextus Empiricus, i, 165, 166. See also 
Index of References 
Shammai, School of, ii, 53 
Shahrastani — origin of Greek philos- 
ophy, i, 1 62. See also Index of Ref- 
erences 

Shekinah, i, 287 
Sheol, i, 42, 412 
Sherira Gaon, i, 192 
Shorey, P., i, 227, 399 
Shroyer, M. J., i, 58, 66 
Sibylline Oracles, Book III — resur- 
rection, i, 4045 Messianic age, ii, 
416. See also Index of References 
Sibylline Oracles, Book IV — not an- 
tinomian, i, 71 5 resurrection, i, 404. 
See also Index of References 
Sidon, i, 3 

Siegfried, C, i, 90, 94, 95, 159, 224, 
353 i ii. I**. f37 
Simhioni, I. N., i, 456 
Simon the Maccabean, ii, 327, 346 
Simonides, i, 25-26 
Simplicius, i, loi 

Sin — Philo’s terms for it, i, 4^75 not 
found in angels and in irrational 
brutes, i, 2695 voluntary and in- 
voluntary, i, 435-4415 ‘‘small sin,” 
ii, 271 

Sinai, Mount, ii, 38-40 
Sinlessness, i, 450-452, 460 
Sirach — Wisdom, i, 21-22, 2S6 5 sac- 
rifices, ii, 2425 divine punishment, 
ii, 2945 the high priesthood, ii, 340. 
See also Index of References 
Skeat, T. C.> i, 15 » 4® 

Skinner, J., i, 302 
Slane, M. de, ii, 63 
Sober intoxication, ii, 50 
Socrates, i, 93, 132, 1605 ii, 15, 196 
Solomon, i, 22, 1625 ii, 56, 333”“334> 
335>4X7 
Solon, i, 94 
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Son of God, first-born, i, 234 

Sons of God, i, 384, 385 ; ii, 358, 364, 
4331 

Sophists — in relation to Philo, i, 93> 
1085 on law and nature, ii, 170 j 
early Greek use of the term, i, 285 
Philo’s use of the term in the sense 
of the sages of the Law, i, 28, 58, 
59 

Sophocles, i, 94 

Soul — terms pyche^ nous and 
fneumuy i, 1025 terms soul, habit, 
and nature, i, 361 5 loose use of term 
soul, i, 3625 Philo’s outline of the 
problem of the soul, i, 1535 general 
statement of Philo’s view on the 
soul, i, 413-416 5 the irrational soul, 
i, 385-3895 preexistent idea of the 
irrational soul, i, 214, 360, 3905 
how the irrational soul was created, 
i, 269-270, 360, 386-3875 its con- 
stituent element, i, 204, 387-3885 
its faculties, i, 3895 ii, 45 earthlike, 
i, 387, 4265 corruptible, i, 3955 
mortal, i, 3955 rational souls: vari- 
ous types of rational souls, i, 361, 
366-3675 ii, 31-325 preexistent 
idea of the rational soul, i, 204, 214, 
360, 390, 4105 how the human soul 
was created, i, 270, 389-390, 3965 
its location in the human body, i, 
3925 its faculties, i, 3925 described 
as: breath, i, 393-394} copy of the 
Logos, i, 3935 divine, i, 3925 efful- 
gence of the nature of God, i, 395 5 
eternal, i, 3925 ether, i, 394-395 5 
fragment of the Logos, i, 390, 394- 
395 5 God, a sort of, to the body, i, 
346-3475 good and evil souls, i, 
3835 image, i, 360, 3905 immortal, 
h 393> 39^5 hnpression of the 
Logos, i, 3955 incorporeal, i, 345- 
346, 3915 incorruptible, i, 3965 
Logos, i, 3935 mind, i, 3935 ra- 
tional part, i, 393 5 ray of the Logos, 


h 3955 spirit, i, 393-395 5 supreme 
part of our soul, i, 3935 its immor- 
tality, i, 395-4135 relation between 
rational and irrational souls, i, 392- 
393 ) 42^5-42^75 ii) 3-45 soul of the 
universe, i, 213, 325-326, 328, 345- 
347, 360-361, 3905 souls of stars, 
i) 154) 3^3-3 ^^5 the soul in post- 
Philonic philosophy, i, 416-423 
Space, i, 309, 317 

Spinoza — overthrow of Philonic phi- 
losophy, ii, 457-4605 faith and 
reason, i, 1635 existence of God, i, 
1985 ii, 935 unity of God, i, 1985 
ii, 1605 properties and attributes of 
God, ii, 161-1625 indefinability of 
Gk)d, i, 162-1635 the prayer of 
Moses, ii, 163-1645 ideas, i, 2945 
soul, i, 420-4215 immortality, i, 
42X-4235 origin of the world, i, 
1995 ii, 3245 there could not have 
been another kind of world, ii, 3245 
providence, i, 1995 laws of nature 
and miracles, i, 395, 4205 free will, 
i, 461-4625 revelation, i, 1995 
prophecy, i, 4205 ii, 68-725 angels, 
i, 419-4205 the Mosaic Law, ii, 
3215 the Mosaic form of govern- 
ment, ii, 434-4365 the restoration 
of the Jews, ii, 436-438. See also 
Index of References 
Spirit. See Breath 
Spirit of God. See Divine Spirit 
Spiritual proselytes, i, 179-1805 ii, 

369-374 

Stars — problems concerning them, i, 
1545 made of fire, i, 400, whether 
they are living and rational beings, 
h 154) 3^3-36^) 417-4185 gods, i, 

38, 173 

Stein, M., i, 65, 90, 92, 96, 123, 165, 
189, 224 

Stewart, J. A., i, 145, 3265 ii, 210 
Stinespring, W. F., i, 70 
Stobaeus. See Index of References 
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Stoics — in relation to Philo, i, 93, 
n 1-112} allegory, i, 132-133} 
popular religion, i, 139} God, i, 
144, 145, 176-178, 195, 325, 345} 
ii, 124, 422} existence of God, li, 
76, 78-81, 92, divination, i, 352} 
ii, 47, 57} creation and destruction 
of worlds, i, 295, 299-300 } unity 
of world, i, 181, 312} earth, i, 313} 
void, i, 312} ether, i, 370} matter, 
i, 276, 309} substance, i, 102, 300, 
309} place, i, 250, 317} time, i, 
319} soul, i, 388-389, 345> 394$ 
indestructibility of the soul, i, 407- 
408} soul or mind of the world, i, 
326} demons, i, 369, 384} plants, 
i, 361 } nature, i, 341 } laws of na- 
ture, i, 325-326} ii, 450 } eternal 
cycle, ii, 421 } Providence, ii, 283- 
284, 293, 297-298} fate, i, 329} 
law of opposites, i, 334-335 } Logos, 
ij 3^5""32^> 339$ seminal 

Logos, i, 326, 343} powers, i, 276- 
278, 326} ii, 135-136} emotions, i, 
269} desire, ii, 231 } repentance, ii, 
253} formulation of ethical prob- 
lem, ii, 165-166} happiness, ii, 198- 
199} goods, ii, 298-299} contem- 
plative and practical life, ii, 262, 
263} virtue, ii, 268-269} virtue for 
its own sake, ii, 285-286, 294-295} 
eupathies, ii, 275, 276} duties, ii, 
168, 206-207} free will, ii, 452} 
law, ii, 169, 180} natural law, ii, 
177-178} political theory, ii, 383, 
403-404, 419-420 } categories, ii, 
102, 106—107. See also Index of 
References under Aratus, Cicero, 
Diogenes, Laertius, Plutarch, Poly-- 
bius, Seneca, Fragments: Arnim 

Strabo, ii, 399, 419 

Strack, H. L., i, 188, 287} ii, 289, 
3i9> 4^9 

Strauss, L., ii, 429 

Sukenik, E. L., i, 30 


Superstition, i, 32 
Suyuti, ii, 64 
Swete, H. B., ii, 31 

Talmud — Greek terms in it, i, 92} 
whether it shows influence of Philo, 
9i“93 

Targum, ii, 54 
Tam, W. W., i, 40, 79 
Tate, J., i, 132 

Tatian — antemundane matter, i, 323 } 
souls of celestial bodies, i, 417 
Taubler, E., ii, 421 
Taylor, A. E., i, 435 
Tchernowitz, Ch., i, 189} ii, 334, 341, 
343 

Temperance, ii, 218, 222 
Temple, the, i, 71} ii, 241-242, 247, 
345> 402 

Ten Commandments, the — oracles, i, 
128} their revelation, ii, 38-39} 
main headings of the special laws, 
ii, 18 1, 201} inseparable from one 
another, ii, 222 } the fifth command- 
ment, ii, 222-223} the seventh 
(sixth in Philo) commandment, ii, 
318-319} the tenth commandment, 
ii, 226-237, 309, 318-319 
Tertullian, ii, 444} on the reading of 
scriptures, ii, 317} on miracles, i, 
354 

Testament of Judah — high priest- 
hood and royalty, ii, 343. See also 
Index of References 
Testament of Asher — on the Mes- 
sianic age, ii, 413. See also Index of 
References 

Tetragrammaton, ii, 121-122 
Thackeray, H. St. J., i, 303> 456 
Thales, 1, 132, 162 
Theagenes of Rhegium, i, 132 
Theism in Greek philosophy and in 
Philo, i, 175-180 
Themistius, i, 25, loi, 162 
Theocracy, ii, 382 
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Theodicy, philosophic and rabbinic, 
ii, 280-288 
Theodosius, ii, 4.39 
Theology, i, 146-148 
Theophilus — antemundane matter 
created, £,323 
Theodosius, ii, 439 
Theos — its etymology, ii, 136 
Theos Hypsistos, i, 12, 40 
Therapeutae, i, 68, 69, 955 ii, 265 
Thomas Aquinas — Hebrew transla- 
tions of his works, i, 795 unity of 
God, ii, 1535 unknowability and 
indefinability of God, ii, 154-155 5 
the prayer of Moses, ii, 156-157 j 
God as cause of the existence of the 
world, i, 297; emanation, i, 283- 
284} God could have created a dif- 
ferent kind of world, i, 3245 
whether celestial bodies have souls, 

i, 4185 angels, i, 418-4195 laws of 
nature, i, 3585 miracles, i, 355, 
3595 prophecy, i, 62, 63, 64, 66, 
705 virtues, ii, 316-3185 natural 
law, ii, 313-3145 Mosaic Law, ii, 
64, 312-316, use of term democ- 
racy, ii, 4305 Mosaic form of gov- 
ernment, ii, 429-4315 the sixth, 
seventh, and tenth commandments 
in Judaism, ii, 3 1 8—3 1 9 5 the motive 
for the worship of God in Judaism, 

ii, 3195 the reward for righteous- 
ness in Judaism, ii, 320-321. See 
also Index of References 

Thompson, E. F., ii, 253 
Thompson, W. H., i, 368 
Thriftiness, virtue of, ii, 236 
Time — general discussion, i, 214- 
215, 319-3205 grandson of God, i, 
3215 duration or pseudo-time, i, 
217, 311 

Townsend, R. B,, ii, 272 
Toy, C. H., ii, 351 
Tracy, S., ii, 330 
Treitcl, L., i, 92 


Trendelenburg, A,, ii, 102, 107, io8 
Tscherikower, A., i, 40, 80, 835 ii, 
398, 400 

Turrianus, F., i, 442 

Ueberweg, F., ii, 439 
Ulysses, i, 101 

Universal soul — in Plato, the Stoics, 
and Philo, i, 102, 213, 325-326, 
328, 345-346, 360-361, 389-390, 
396 

Universals, i, 412 
Universe. See World 
Unwritten law, i, 188-1945 ii, 174, 
i8o-i8i 

Usener, H., i, 176, 181 
Vacuum. See Void 

Virtue and Virtues — preexistent idea 
of virtue, i, 2125 ii, 2025 definition 
of virtue, i, 4415 ii, 268-279, 317- 
3185 classification of virtues, ii, 
200-208, 3055 intellectual virtues, 
ii, 208-2185 moral virtues, ii, 218- 
2255 virtue of the control of desire, 
ii, 225-2375 new virtues intro- 
duced by Philo, ii, 215-218, 219- 
221, 237-266, 305-306, 316-3175 
whether all virtues are equal, ii, 
269-270, 271-272, 2775 which is 
the greatest among the virtues, ii, 
214-2155 how virtue is gained, ii, 
197-1985 the reward of virtue, ii, 
279-303, 3065 virtue for its own 
sake, ii, 285-288, 294-297 
Visible voice, ii, 37, 38 
Vision of God, ii, 91 
Voice of God, ii, 39 
Void, i, 24 i> 304 - 305 > 3 ^^ 

Voluntary and involuntary, i, 434- 
4365 ii, 232-235 
Wallace, S, L., ii, 400 
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